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. Foreword
// This paper 1srghe f1na1 report of a 1980-1981 NIE grant to
' L 4
he Orleans Parish School Board (NIE-G-80- 0082) for ,studying ways

“to optimize the utillzatlon of evaluat;on,products in pupilc

. chools. Most of the literature discussed here was compiled.frop
Ju to November/ 1980. Our compilation was.aided greatly oy'two
earliwr blb}gographles prepared aE Northwest Reglonal Educational

’JLaborator
\

we conducted an ERIC computer searoh and reviewed the Education

T

Index eualuatlon llstlngs~from 1975\$n and the Amerlcan

/
‘(Smith, 1980a; Hansen apd\Martln,‘l980)., In addition,

- Educatlonal Research Aefoc1atlon [ Annual Meetlng program and

é .abslracts for 1978, 1979, and 1986. The resultlng blbllograph1e5~
are avallable through ERIC in two forms--an extenalve N .
b1bllograp\z of 326 entries (Klng, Thompson, &. Pechman, l981a)
and a shorter b1bllegraphy annotating roughly 20 1mportant pieces

(King, Tnompson, & Pechman, 1981b). To be*included, papers,

articles, chapters, and books had to meet two criteria:

¥
- 1. They elther had to address d1rect1y the toplé of the
utllizatlon of program evdluation‘information at the lod/{ '

' \ -
education agency (LEA) level and/or have been extensively*oited !

in the literature and Kence be important conceptua&iy. This ,

p—

eliminated much of sthe body of literature on policy‘analysis and

evaluation use at the federal leyel, as well as literature

1

-

. related to other evaluation settings (e.d.,! public nealth,‘social

o work, hospitals). This also eliminated work concerning the'Uae

of research results or of knowledge in general and on. the

{
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- evaluation of teaching performance.

. -2. The literature had to be relatively c)rrent and readily
e N * i . -
available. Anything-ten years or older was‘included only when it

. -

was seminal or had clearly influenced later thinking in the

» field. Pieces that we were unable to locate after extensiwe

»
:
¥

- checking were eliminated. : L ' )z

. Any bibliography in a rapidly char#ng field like
*“Nevaluation must be qégarded as dated even bBefore it appears. For

‘this reason, some of\the literature diecussed in the following x
paper is not c1ted>1n the earlier bibliographies, and readers are
additionally encoyraged to use the bibliograph# at the end of

- this paper in their examination of the evaluation use literature.

For the purpose of this paper, the term evaluation has been

——

broadly defined. The question of definition is an impertant One
I
since what one counts as evaluation information is clearly

a.

affected by one” s definition of evaluation. Webster and
~Stufflebeam (1978; see also Stufflebeam and Wehster, 19805
identify 13 alternative approaches tc evaluation, grouped in -the
threé categories of pseudo~evaluation, quaSiﬁevaluatidn, andptrue
evaluation. Given these, categories, the evaluatiOn process can ‘
. involve radically different activrtieg, and "evaluation® resnlts
can range from a carefuily manipulated pdgaickrelationé‘campaign

, .
to'an empirical generalization published 4n an educational
{

v
1

journal; from arnational policy to a detailed casp: study; frcm\a . .
. staff brain-storming session to the administration of a test.

In acdition to this categorization are numerous others in

,} the field, for example, the distinctions betweeh formative and
- . .
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summatlve evaluatlon (Sscriven, 1967;‘Alk'in et al., 1974) and
L . » . .

among the research dec151on-mak1ng, ahd values assessment

»

components of evaluation (Smith, ﬁssoc). It is beyond the sgbpe

of this paper to discuss the 1mpllcat10ns of the varlous

approaches and components of évaluatlon. For this reason, the

El

following definition of evaluation is stipulated: “the process

-

. J '
of providing information to administrators’ to help #hem make
~ M ¢

-

decisions regarding educatdional programs."” This definition is
purposely broad, encompassing pseudo-, quasi-, and true

evaluatlon.“ Such a definittion is needed to dlSCUSS evaluation
\

use ih local settings where intuitive definitions-abound, often

> ¢ .

«equatlng evaluation with achlevement testlng (Dav1d 1981). “To

4

limit the deflnltlon to Webster and Stufflebeam”’s notion of truk

.

evaluation is +to lose sight< of many examples of use. The

decision-making focus of‘the definition relates to this project’s

purpose, i.e. to determine Strategies for increasihg evaluation
use by LEA personnel. Following a conceptual discussion, the

paper is divided into a summary of empirical work -and a

>
s .

dlscu551on of other wrltlngs on ways to increase the use of

@ -

evaluatlon 1nﬁormat10n. .
Several names can apply to local users of evaluation
) ) \
gnformationz Throughout the paper, the terms decision-maker,

. Y

administrator,?and information user are used interchanéeably.\
LY J \ . R
Also, following Weiss (1979), the termuse,” rather than )

utilization,‘wiil be used. As Weiss writes, utilization

"embodies an inappropriate imagery . . . because' of its overtones

" of instrumental episodic application. People don”t utilize .
. , ﬁ ‘

- ] i
i

[N
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research the way that they utilizé a hammer" (p._2)."

fhe authors wish to thank Robert Brown, James Sanders, and

. Michael Vitale, who wrote critiques of a draft of this paper, for

their valuable and insightful comments. - e :
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OPTIMIZING EVALUATION USE - -

(NIE-G-80-0082) .
. . Abstract {

4

-

¢

The purpose of the project was to facilitate optimal use of evaluation

research by generating knowledge regarding those facto}séthat affect utilization.
. . ¢

The project has resulted in three products: (1) a compilation of previous
theorizing and research relgged tdTocal evaluation use, including an extensive
bibliography, an annotated bibliography, and an integrated literature review;
(2) a survey of local administrators' perceptions of evaluationgiJand (3) a
report simulation study of local users' perceptions of evaluators" .

The results indicate that thé negative picture of use prevalent in recent
literature stems from the unrealistic expectation that local decision-makers
will behave in a classically rational manner. Such a view ignores the political
settings of real world evaluation use where the non-use of results may consti-
tute a viable and "rational" alternative. Empirical research has suggested
that results are used and in a variety of ways.' Factors that have not been
demonstrated to affect use include the methodological quality’ of the evalua-
tions and €he timeliness of its report. Factors that do seem to affect use
include the report source, content, and receiver; political considerations;
and the "personal factor," i.e. the presence of at least one person who cares
about the evaluation and its results. A collaborative approach to evaluation
‘capitalizes on the factors that have been shown to affect use, although the °
practicability of such an approach at the lecal level may make it unfeasible.
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OPTIMIZING EVALUATION USE
(NLE-G~80-0082) , .
:) Executive Summary o)
- < , ” 13 = s
- For the past ten years the literature on evaluation use has lamented the
fact that, despite millions of dollars being spent on educational evaluatix 3 .

the results were not being used by local decision-makers. Such non-uge is
costly because it wastes effort and money, but more importantly bepauée it may*
mean-children are being served by less than optimally effective programs. Our
project sought to dq three things: (1).to compile ‘and integrate the extant
literature on local evaluation use; - (2) to survey administrators nationwide
as to their feelings about ev&lqation; and (3) to conduct a report simulation
study see 1f local administrators perceived differences among evaluators.

The project's first product is a state-of-the-art paper entitled "Local . -
Evaluation Use: A Literature Review and Research Agenda" (Kipg and Thompson,
1981b). The paper makes several major poimts. First, decision-making in the
real world of public schools is not a rational process in the traditional sense.
Local users of evaluation information engage in "satisficing," i.e. in finding
solutions that are ''good enough" given constantly changirg and uncertain cir-
cumstances. Second, and related to this, is the fact that the non-use of evalu-
atlion results must not be viewed as irrational or non-rational; in an important
sense, non-use represents ,a viable form of use in’the political contexts of
local evaluation settings. Third, {then, the concept of use must be broadened
from the limited Motion of instrumental use (1.e. where a result suggests a
specific acttion and that action-is taken) to include @ variety of activities.

A necessary condition for use is the conscious employment of results by a
decision-maker for whatever purpose; without such awareness and choice on ‘some- |
one's part, tle activity that ensues is not use, but rather, to use Speith's.
(1980) term, evaluation impact. Theorists have generated geveral frameworks
for thinking about evaluation use, supporting the broadened definition.

~y \ =

Fourth, - few empirical studies of Jgcal evaluation use can be found in the
liferature, Most writing that has been done on.the topic fs informal and anec-
dotal. “The research that has been done has centered around three questions:

(1) Are evaluation results used? * (2) What are the characteristics of local
evaluation units and users? and (3)"What fattors affect use at the 1local level?
The answer to the“first question is definitely‘yes, if one adoptsgthe broadened .
definition of uge discussed above. Local administrators do use evaluation
results, althozgh not necessarily in predictable Ways. . s

The answers to the secopd@and third questioms are far more complex. Exist-
ing research has only begun’to provide insight into the process of use at the
local level. Regarding the second question, two generalizations can be made:
first, local evaluatioh units are typically not involwed in program improvement;
and second, although some research indicates that local users find evaluation
helpful, other ‘data suggest that these users may feel that evaluationgis not
of value to them. The picture of .the local evaluation context currezgly avail-

. able suggests reason f&r the non-use of evaluation information. = A~*

) - . L] * .
The factors affecting use at a-local levgl can be divided into those |,
: . .

~ ’ *

+




"ing procedures, anticipating users' future queéstions, and showing users that

’ . ¢
L
v - * v

‘0 ) / \' ' +
that evaluators contr01'agd those that are part of the evaluaﬁibn context and
must Lherefore be worked with./ Reésearch suggests that methodological quality
does ndt necessarily ‘lead to Z£he use of results, although good' evaluation prac--
tice nevertheless stresses its importance., Variations -in evaluation reports
have been shown to affect use; the message source, content, and the characteris-
tics of tHe receiver can all affect what happens to reslilts. Interestingly, the
variable of timeliness, often cited as a critical factor for use, has not been
shown to be significant, probably because of the informal contacts between
evaluators and clients that make the evaluation report a mere formality.

i O . . ‘

‘Régearch has also- pointed to the importance of certain envirommertal and
contextual factors affecting use. The issues faced by various usersg differ
significantly, and the value of evaluation informatdion for address'ing some prob-
lems (e.g., rapidly changing issués at the district-level) 'is, to date,
unclear (Kennédy, Apling, and Neumann,\1980). Two empirical}y validated fac-
tors are the "political considerations factor" and the "personal factor,"
1:e.’ the presence of at least one person in an evaluation who cares about ‘the
process and its results (Patton, 1978). Given these issues' and factors, the
research literature repeatedly recommends a collaborative approach to evalua-
tion, despite the fact that such an approach may.be extremely time—consuming
and has not been empirically dempnstrated to be effective. b

.’ v .

The next points the paper makes are based on She anecdotal literature that

N

by and- large has found validarion in empirical wo Suggestions for improving
evaludtion reports includq using multi-media prese ns, educating the press,

‘writing executive summaries, including carefully worded policy recommendations -

and.so on. : The importance of informal tontacts between evaluatorslaqd ciienbs
stressed in anecdotal literature suggests that the formal report itseilf may be
less important. Again, the collaborative approach finds support despite inherent
problems like the "goals shuffle," whereby local staff decide to switch goals ’
half-way through an evaluation, or the "methodology shuffle," whereby users

rent statisticians to attack anf) results that are unpopular.’

successful collaboration. Recommendations include the following: targeting

The non-empirical evaluation liteizture suggests numerous approached-for’' ,
evAluationg, identifying igsues of intedest to users, employing ‘informal repart-

- \)-
the evaluator cares. A further approach of particular merit for local users

is the process. called evaluability assedsment (see, far example, Rutman, 1980)
which determines when and if a program 1s .ready to'be evaluated.

The final point made in the paper’ is an ‘obvious one: we have much to learn -
about the use of evaluation information at the local level. "Previous research *
has been dominated by Tetrospective case studies(and simulation studies, both - -
ofy which have limitations-as well as strengths. “Research is needed {n-several
directions, both conceptual and practical. Most needed, perhaps, is prospective
research on the processg of evaluation ,use, i.e.'current,case studies, and ‘
research on the outcomes of effectiveness training for evaluators.

. . ’ .

Because they were empirical gtudles, the—second and third project products -
can be summarized more briefly. The natiomwide survey of local administrators .,
(King and Thompson, 198la) found first, that the'majority of users surveyed--
60%~--reported that the gvaluations of educational programs in their schools
were either useful or vefy useful. Second, regardless of district size,”most -

' - -4 ) - “ . -~

L
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making. The survey alfo revealed.two less heartening results: well.over two- -
thirds of those reporting (72%) felt that the program effects they most cared
about coufd onJy be measured indirectly (42%) or not at akl (30%);-.and few
local users e much contact with evaluators. . Given these differing perspec-
tives on measurement and .limited contact between evaluators and users, the.
positive attitude and use of results mentioned earlier may ‘be indicative of
evaluation 8 .power. ' . .

.\ -f i A
-users‘reported that tiEy do use the information.they recieive in their decision—

i&\. -
" Jhe third product of the project was a study entitled "Evaluation Types:
Do Differences ‘Matter?y (Thompson and King, 1981), The study invegtigated
. whether administrators impiicitly perceive the four types of evaluators pro-
‘posed. by Meltsner (1976) (i.e. entrepreneur, politician, technician, and place—
_Relder) when they consider evaluative informmtion. One simulated evgluation
" teport was written to represent each evaluator type, then two pilot studies
yere ‘conducted to agsess the validity df the simulation materials. . The results
suggest’ that administrators may implicitly employ the typology; they were par-
ticularly attentive to the technical merit of reports. . )
. &

PR, . »
.
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Read;ng the - literature on the use of program evaluatlon

1nfprmétlon may dlscourage even stout-hearted eValuators. * A

sampling of quovtions ﬁrom the last ten years is suff1c1ent to ’ *'
document the w1despread feellng among evaluatlon commentatd%s : . R

that program evaluatlon results 1n general are not hav1ng the
a ' .

- effect they were intended to have. Wholey et al. (1970 ) \,/

concluded that "the recent literature is unanlmpus in announc1ng

lthe gener}l failure of evaluatlonNto affect decLsion-maklng ina . |
51gn1f1cant wale(p. 46). 1In a I972 paper on evaluation .

. _ § »
utilization, Weles wrote that "evaluators complain about‘mahy

things, but their most common complaint is that their'%indings
are ignored" (p. 5l9f Wr1t1ng a year later, Worthen and Sanders - -

tedl that "evaluaﬁnon\ls one of the most w1dely dnscussed

The same year, Rlppey (1973) concluded that » ’ - (f

At the moment, there seems to> be no -evidence that
. evaluation, although the.law of the land, contributes
. anything to educational practice other than headaches
RS . for the researcher, threats for the innevators, and ‘

depressing articles for journals devoted to evaluation
(p. 9). .

Five yeafs'later Patton (1978) wrote that .
In many ways the odds are all agalnst utilizattion and .
it is quite possiblé to become skeptlcal about the
futility of trying to have impact in a world where

« situation after situation seems imperv1ous(to change
(p. 291). .

\szecently, Alkin and Daillak (1979) stated that "there have been

\great hopes for evaluation, not only among evaluators themselves, : -

but alseo among otﬁeg,educators, eletted officials, and.the-public. ’
/ ' i ) )
T T 1 N - I
/ )




.Yét’these'hopes have dimmed"

_undocumented personal feelings, the concern Qs a valid one.

oo b

(p. 41).

The uneagy feeling that -
evaluétion results are dot being used has not changed.

As Stake'

(1976) once wi ote, "We do not know whether or not evaluatlon is .

‘

901ng*to con ibute more to the problems of education or more to

Y

4

the solutions" (p. 1). .

.8

This characEerﬂzation appaEently applies equally well to
judicial (Saks, 1980). gnd legislative settings’ (Brandl, 1980;

Mltchéll, 1980), andf unfortunately, to local education agencies as

well. Wlthln « the last two years, three writers involved in'

s

‘qullc school ~settings have written the follow1ng.

N

In an ideal world we wouldn”t haVe to wo:ty about
utilization. Educators would be’ eagerly’ awaiting- our
. flndlngs and would promptly rush to put them into
° practice. I don”t need to tell you that 1sn “t
happenlng (Holley, 1979, p. 2).

»

. .’although the potentlality exists, local use¢ of
evaluatign . . . does not occur routinely as a natural
consequence of conductlng an -evaluation- (Kennedy,
Apling, & Neumann, 1980, p. 5) . . .

All, LEAs, with possibly a few exceptions, can point to
their volumes of -research and evaluation verbiage
. sitting on the shelves of district administrators
“+  being used for little else than a door stop, swatting
flies, or-any of the other various and sundry purposes
‘for which research is used in the publlc schools X
(Kilbourne & DeGracie, 1979, p. 12). " .

»

"The consensus in the literature is virtually unanimous: the

‘ ) ‘ A .
results of program evaluations are having little effect in the '~
b .

very piaces they were meant to
- /

+Although these commgntatérs are expressing largely

Alkin
et-al. (1974) have written that "if evaluative information is ' nhot

uéeful,'if it does not serve the needs of decision makers, then - ~
- i - \ . ‘. v

B R
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evaluation has lost its justification" (p. 1). To the extent that
" A~

evaluative results that c0uld have a- positive effect go unused,

*

the entire evaluation enterprise in some sensasfails. . :

.

The non-use of evaluation findings when that. use would be -~

. v ¢ -

- appropriate is costly in three wayss ﬁirst, non-use represents an

~ -

:enormous waste of:effort.' As Datta (1979) notes, . ' N

- . - - A
3

ConSiderable effort is involved in conducting almost
r any evaluation: in identifying the evaluation
K \question, in designing the-study, \din ovetcoming the
. obstacles to conducting an evaluation and protecting
it methodelogically from uninterpretability {p. 22).

4 ;
% Second, non-use represents a’waste of monies. At the
. -, /

“federal level, for example, direct expendifures on non-defense

evaluation pro;ects in 1974 by the federal government alonke,

bt

. amounted to $146 million (Kelezo, li}#ff Surprisingly, at the™ . "

!

- * - » ]
. results and effects, money continues to be invested in evalug¥ion
v ‘ ) .

»

. . . ' . . % .
very time theorists and users alike are questioning evaluatio:j;/,z

‘studies... The indirect costs of nonjuse} when ineffective

S

.

programs are not modified or discontinueﬂ, are even more -

staggeringrat both the .local and the federal levels.

N

The third and most serious cost f non—usep however, is the

o4

human cost: non-use means that the clignts of educational

Y

-

. .
programs receive less than optimally -effective service. Failure ’
to use evaluative information is'aspecially unfortunate Qecause,

as Wise (1980) notes, "No one else is given the resources and

A
time to question, observe, assess, weigh, probe, and reflect that |

the evaluator is given" (p. 16). At the local level the costs

of non~use can weigh .heavily. ) o .

*

This paper is a review and integration of theiliterafure on
. .
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evaluation utilization, with spec;al reference to the use of

’ -
evaluathn flndlngs at the local level. Following a discussion

or tﬁe rétionality of usg and non-use, the“ﬁaper will present a
conceptual framework for evaluation uee, a review of empirical
research on the topic, and a discuesion of observations and
recommendations "from the litexature. The final _section of the
paper will include a critique of prev1ous research and a rgsearch

agenda for further investigation of local evaluatlon use.

. [N

A
‘ >

"The Rationality of Use and Non-Use
3

¢
“ - ¥ .0 .
Well before the passage of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act in 1965 signalled a new era for program evaluation,

. educators paid homage to a myth concerning the presumed place of

.evaluation in the world of education. The myth went something

/

like this: & - - . ' L

Harr'ied decision-nmakers, over—worked‘but rational at
heart, are presented evaluative information thag.is
relevant to decisions they are about to make. Sitting

.calmly at their desks, they consider the data, welgh
their options, then make the "correct"” decision, i.e.’
the chojce supported by the data. The evaluator,
beaming happily behind the scénes, takes pride in
nurturing 'such rational action. -

-

The series of quotations given at the beginning of this paper

suggests that tpis‘mythi-what Andrews (1979) calls the "big bang"r
. i ! .0 ) . g
theory of evaluation--has rightfully been exploded. First,. such

a view denies the process and political context of real world

. s . - . " . .
decision-making, and second, it ignores the rationality .of

”

n‘oa-use. . : A

becision-making in the Real World. Perceptions of how
&

decisions are made clearly affect judgments of the extent and

.




quality: of the use of evaluati&e information. As Wise (I978)

. explains, .
Referring to administrators as “decision-makers” and -
to what they do as “decision-making” may have been a
. first step in creating the utilization problem, for we

expect to see decisions being made by someone called a
decision~maket' (p. 6). )

Thus, many evaluators presume that evaluation ought to be used
merely becduse its evidence is rational. As Cronbach et al. a

(1980) note, however, "ff tﬁe term decision ds'understood to mean
Bt zetaeni -

a formal ch%ice at a particular time between discrete

salternatives, decision making is rarely to be observed” (p. 84).

<

. Patton (1978) reviews three competing conception%,of

a

organizations that clarify the process of de01sion-mak1ng in the
real world: the rational goal attainment model; the systems
model; and the open systems perspective (pp. 122-127}. Bedaué%

-

the open systems perspective most fits the context of educational
ﬂde0151on-mak1ng, deci51on-makers in these settings can be v1ewed
as engaged in “satisfic1ng, i.e., the process "of find}ng &
course of action that is “good enough®" (Simon, 1957, p. 204). As
Patton (l978)~points'out, the_decision—maker in such a setting can
ngggg.haveyall the information needed to meet the conditions for
rational action and esen if be or she could, it wonld be beyond an
individual’s capabilitx to comprehend it all (p. 125). |

" "Satisficing" is then tenable because administrators feel they can
chanéefmost coyrses pfpaction if decisidns;later brove to be
seriously mistaken. '

Some ddministrators perceive evaluation as a two-edged

sword. The pretense of objectivity embues evaluation with

-
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éredibility. The admlnlstrator who is confronted with an
unfavorable result knows that any result can be attacked on
several grounds. On the other Hand, the admlnlstrator who is

confronted with a favérable rTesult may percelve the result as a
“t
veapon agalnst adversaries. Firm stances, héwever, may not be

taken until the results dictate them. From the perspective of
- . - ’ -

satisficipg, evaluetive information can thus be‘useful in_a

varlety of ways not- necessarlly predictable from a "rational"

~ » ‘ ' L% .
Patton (1978), summarizing the results of an empirical use
. ) .,
" study, writes, P E -

View. ' S ‘ — .

The klnd of impact we found then, was that evaluation”
_ tesearch provided some addltlonal information that was
Judged and used in the context of other available .
information to help reduce the unknowns in the making
¢ of diffrcult decisions (p 30). F |

s

fCronbach et ?1. (1980) olstingulsh between the contegt of-
commaqd :1,e.. "of concentrated power and respon=1b111ty,‘ and the

con%ext of plurallstlc accommodatlon (p. 83) These contexts are

H

usef\ ltln descr1b1ng the likely effects of evaluation results.

u. +

.In & context of accommodation, the eva&uator cannot
expect a "go/no go" decigion to turn on his assessment
of.outcomes, whereas 1nformation on outcomes is
influential in a context of command--a decision all but
made can still be unmade (p. 151). .

4

< =

To ignore the proﬂess and context of deo}sion-makrng in the r@al
x
world is to be unable to adequatgﬁy examine the use of evaluatxon

1nformatlon. ' .

-~
i

"Rational" non-use. More than likely, as Caplan (1980)

writes, "There is real dang®r in uncritically accepting

utilization as desirable or in being oversold on its value. Not

-

- 5
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all utilization is good and not all nonutilization is bad" (p.l 5).
¥ . }

To label a decision-maker "irrational® or "non-rational” becaugd, |,

. for whatever reason, he or she does not use the results of a
pertinent evaluation is simply inappropriate. 1In other words,’ the

.ton-use as well as the use of evaluatiVe information can be highly’
< D) . : 1 :
_.-ational" in a specific settfng and for a number of reasons,

Ong reason practitioneré may "rationally" feel -that

kevalq&tion studies do not warrant use is that decision-makers may

-
¥

see the world from a different perspective than the evaliator, a

Per'spective that may ifply a different form of rationalfty.

‘

Caplan‘é "Two Communities"™ theory that addresses the contrasting
péfspeétivss of researchers ané policy makers (see, for example,
‘ Caplag-et al., 1975) suégests that ah.evaluator’s concern for
techpically corfec£ p;ocedure; may conflict with a program .
staff‘s~iﬁplementat10n plan or with a local decision;ﬁaker‘s

in%ormation needs. While the evaluator sees a local program as a

-

piéce of a educational experiment,:ﬁh administrator may instead

' “see it as providin eséentiél services to students. Wilensky and
r ) -
¢ Lebegaux (1958) observe that "what the social scientist thinks of

as “objective investigation” the practitioner often takes as

( vm

.""hostile attack”" (pt 20). Such'differences in the evaluator’s

and. the practitioner”s perspectives may reduce trust and impede

\

A

" effective communication. As Deal énd Rallis (1980) explaih,

Theoretically, collaborative relationships require a

shared perspective, high trust and power pgrity. The

shared pqrspective between knowledge .producer and

user, however, is often characterized by different
perspectives, low trust and an asymmetrical '
distribution of power (p. 216).

r
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Empirical research makes clear how this situation might ocgur in
public school settings where

~

Not only have 42% of them (LEA eyaluation unit heads)
not taught, but 70% have not run a school. This means

‘ that even when evaluation heads have teaching
backgrounds, they, do not take the typical advatcement
route to the central offi¢e (Lyon et al., 1978, p. ° L
66) . :

Practitioners may also fgfl that evalegtion results
contradict their intuitions regarding proéram impacts. -As Guba
(1965) hotes, "For decades thg evidence produced by the
applicatdion of ‘conventional e’aluation procedures has
contradicted the expe;iential evidence of the practitioner.
Innovét}oﬂ% have peréisﬁ%d in educatjon not because of’the‘
supporting evidence of evaluation but despite it" (p. 1). 1In
David“s study of.thé local uses of Title-I evéiuaﬁions (1981),
for example, practitionér§ expressed strong feelings that,
regardless cof.what the da£a.shéwed, their prograﬁ had succeedgd(‘
(p. 38), _Such situatioés frequently occur when sﬁmmativé
evaluations find "no siénificant differences” assdzgated with a
program iﬂ ﬁhe face of the practitioner”s direct experience that:
the program really did substantially alter classroom life.
Shapiro (1973) argues;‘"While ig is importantﬂ}o t?y‘to explain
_negative (i.e. statistically ron-significant summativef test '
results, it is far more important to account for the disparity‘
between the negative test‘findings and the clear'differences

: (3
observed in classroom behavior" (p. 5273. The Joint Committee”s

Standards A3, "Information Scope and, Selection® (pp.: 27-31), and

R10, "Justified Conclusions" (pp. 135-137), point to the
2
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importance of such accounting in .good evaluation practice.
) 1 R

‘1

Another”reason for the rational non-use of evaluation

.

findith'relates to the environment of lotal school settings,
v \ ¢
Non-use constitutes a rational choice when institutional,

- -

political, or the administrator’s own goals that.ang quite

distinct from formal program goals suggest it as a viable cour se

-

of action. For example, Granville (1977) explains that "a

decision makeb, in addition to considering whether or not a

program has fulfilled its manifest objectlves, must also con51der
N [4

1ts fulflllment of latent objectives, such as enhanc1ng the
<
agency‘s prestige or expanding its resources™ (p. 2). Thls, 4

theoretlcally, may not, be an 1deal basis for dec151on-mak1ng, but

' . U,

in practlce,admlnlstrators ciearly have their own'surwival needs

and personal agendas that can affect their use of eva;uatlve
<
1nformat10n. The de51re for personal prestige/ power——or merely

-

for keeping/one’S‘%gb--may‘make non-use imperative.

A related reason why results may rationally go unused is
. ‘ 4
that some evaluation studies were never meant to be used. As

Alkin (1976) explalns, this 1s frequently the case when an
externally manddted evabuatlgk is involved:

Many practicing schpOJ administrators . . . believe
that evaluation is 51mply an event that leads to-
compliance with various agency requirements. There is
no real expectation that major basic decisions will be
made. - The name of the game is simply not to get
"dinged"” by the governmental agency. (p. 16).

In a recent article, Alkin (1980a) made the same pointtusing the

analogy of a garden party. "
. .o

N, . « suppose the host . . . should insist that each
of the guests periodically rate the quality of the
party, or the. drinks or the food, etc.~-it can’t’
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really be expected to have much impact. This somewhat !
peculiar, externally imposed-;equiremen;.will be ‘
olerated as part of the "price of admission," so to
speak, ‘but it won“t really changg the behavior of

.

individuals {(p..3)% ¢

'Indeeé, deliberate non-use is thoroughly rational if ah

R +

teﬁaluability assessment suggests that a pregram’is not ready for
@valuation (see, for. example, Rutman, 1980), but, because it has

bBeen mandated, an evaluation must be conducted anyway.
M 225t
EN .]
A final reason, for non-use is that Some evaluation studies,

-are pborly done or technically weak and do not merit use. Guba

™~ . .
and Stufflebeath (1970) observe: -

Many researchers make wrong assumpt f®ng about what an
evaluation study should accomplish, and . . . {(then)
based -on these erroneous assumptions, researchers
foikt bad agvice upon unsuspecting and unsophisticated
pPractitioners. Aas a consequence, evaluations are
usually useless, ‘and practitioners are largely
justified in the jaundiced view they typically have
taken about evaluation and its utility (p. 6». N

/
Ironically, empirical evidence exists (Alkin et al., 1974, p. 48)
linking poor qua%ity eval@ations with poor quality programs, the

very projects that, theoretically, gbod evaluations should be
) ]

able to help m&st. As the Joint Committee”s Standards _(1981)
b - T

-

$ -
would suggest, methodological quality is a minimal requirement
for good évaluation Practice. Without this, - the use“of‘resulﬁs

- *
may be inappropriate.

-
" Evaluators are aware that poor technical quality can occur

in many forms._ An all too common situation that justifies
non-use occurs when evaluators do not attend to a program”s
actual degree of implementation. As Gutientag and Struenigg

(1975) observe, "Obvious though it may seem, evaluations continue

‘ﬂ’J

10




.

without either ralslng or answering the primary questlon. 'Does
the 'program (even) exist?™¥ (p. 4). This 51tuatioﬂ contlnues
despite ?hé ava11ab111ty of several strategies fqr. Measurlng
rmplementatlon prior td ompariségkof results for program
pérticiﬁantslanq ﬁbn-part1c1pants (Rev1cki & gib'w, 1980),
including notably the model)developed by g;ll and Loucks 41977)
~ Standard D1, "Object Identification," encourages evaluators t9

. - . yay .
examine the object of the evaluation sufficiently so that its

"form(sy . . . can be clearly identified"” (Joint Committee, 1981,

.
~

p.'§9). .
Taken together, then, rhese reasons for the non-use of'
,%valuation results suggest first that "rarionality" for a local
decision-maker may differ from more traditi?nal definitions of
'ratiénality. Evaldators must recéghize Fhat administrators at
times may_not behave.ratiOnally\in the.classicalisensef‘
Admiristrators” decisions may be rational only Qhéh viewed from
within their poiirical'frame of reference., ' To assume.that
administrators’wif{ apply the results of evaluation in
predictable ways|is thep unrealistic. eLocal userg,méy see -
evaluation as external and irrelevant to the program; the
immediacy of other concerns in 'the local\;ontext, the poréntial
mistgdst of evaluarors, and the difficulty of“%bcegting criticisﬁ}
graciouély maé cause local decision-makers to use or -not usg
evaluation information in their satisficing. Also, as Weiss'
'(1979) explains, because evaluations can end in unclear,
iﬂcomplete,\br conflicting results, the "rational" choice for a

decision-maker is frequently not evident, .and to label an

11
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- 1980) identifies five .characteristics of rational decisions:

.calculation, i.e.,

from the immediate concerns of program staff.

4
3
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adm1n1strator nor‘tional in such cases makes llttle sense (pP.

= L

2 7) . L . . -

)
~

These reasons also suggest that, 1n an 1mportfnt sense,

non-use represents a vzable form of.- "use.” The major“task for

evaluators is to maximize the appropriate use of evaluation ~
T

\J
If the non-use of results is appropraateﬂ then non-use

‘results.
is highly ratlonal and should not be condemned The implicit
assumptlon that use is good and non-use bad (Welss, 1979, p. T
must, llke the myth of ratlonal evaluatlon use, be recognlzed as

untjrue, \Welss *1980, cited in Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann, ’

purposiveness; (2) boundedness of time, actors, and events; (3)

"consideration of the aptness of varidus

actions for dealing with the problem situation and. achieving {

results"\jéd) percelved 51gn1f1cance, and (5) realization .that a

de0151on is be1ng made (pp. 132-133). Given. these

Characteristics, the fnon-use of evaluation results in educational

settings may frequentiy‘representla rational decision. -F

£

. The Concept of Use

‘Anyone familiar with local evaluation settings knows that

the dses to which évaluation results can be put are as varied as
the types of ;nformathn that can be labeled "evaluation." As
mentioned above, in some .cases evaluatlons are conducted only in
response to federal mandate, and the non-use oﬁ results occurg

because the evaluation is an externalized event standing apart

In others, a
/7 \
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decision-maker eager to impress someone may wafit to be the first . (P
] . - .’ R . v ” .

among his or her peers to commission an evaluation, and the : '

results arg almost beside the pOint. In sti others, a series oot

.

of evaluation results over a- perioﬂ of time may alter or confirm . .

- i

a user’s ideas about a specific program or about a general \

[} ' ] N S—

approach to.a problem. The list goes on. Any discussion of/the

USe of evaluation 1nf%rmatlon, then, must first attempt to define

.y

- .

the key term se so that instances of use can be separated from :ﬁ
those of noh-use. Only in this way can we,hope to conduct

. - _ .
gesearch to determine factors affecting use in order to enhance

. the effect of emakuation results. As Weiss i1979) has written,

"Until we rgkoive questions about the-definition of use, we face

@ future of non-comparable studies of use apd scant hope of
E3 : P

v ”

cumulative understanding of how evaluation and decision~making

-intersect" (p. 13, emphasis in original).

The COncept of evaluation use has changed dramatically over
- 7.\
the past eight years, There 1s what Alkin et al.' (1979) call the

- -

v

"mainstream” viewpoint, that

-
.

. . . contends that evaluations seldom 1nfluence

- program decision-makers a holds out little hope that ¢
evaluation will ever break hrough the barriers to, .
real impact on programs ( 17) \ s .

0

Implicit in the gloomy portrait ‘of evaluation’s failure is an

‘ , M\
unrealistic, rationalistic point of view that assumes the results

of evaluations should gcteate immediate and observable effects.

[ ] 2 -
The "alternative" viewpoint-~that "evaluations do A&readg

£Y

., influence programs in important and usefui ways" (p. 17)--has

been induced from the combined results of empirical use studies.

~ - .
Y
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' 'Paken together, these results suggest that a possible reason_ for

: . thebgenerallgbmegative impressién of evaluation use comes frdmj?n
1nappropr1ate definition of what counts as use. +Although the i
focus of these studie% is generally on federal;y funded programs,

.~ there are implications“for the discussion of eva]uation use at _1 ) i
‘the local lezsl in general Consider the follow1n9 studies. .

--Alkin, Kosecoff, Fitz- Gibbon, & Seligman (1974) examined . L
42 ESEA Title VII evaluation studies.conducted in 17 states .
during 1970~ 1971, measuring 1mpact at both the federal ard local
levels‘ Almost every project director——39 of the 42--reported

that the formative studies were ‘useful to them (p. 26), and "no

—

"% . - ¢ .
LT pro?ect'director indicated that he would prefer not to have an ©
‘evaluator on the project” (p. 28, emphasis in original). ;u

' --Patton et al. {1977) 1nterv1ewed decision—makers and

-

evaluators from 20. federal health evaluation studies. /Their “’\ -
a0\ .
results 1nd1cated that evaiuation findings were used By‘)
‘dec1sion—makers, "but not 1n the clear-cut and
‘organization—shaking ways that soc1al sc1ent1sts sometimes R -

believe research should~be used" (p 144). Instead, evaluatiqnu

s - e
.

results provided another piece of a complicated 1nformation -

puzzle that helped to reduce ‘the uncertainty w1;hin which federal . .

) decision—makérs operated
’ ~--Alkin, Daillak“'KJWhite (1979) did intensivé case studieé -~

of five ESEA%tle I\’O'r Title IVC programs, locating nly one

instance of mainstream use, 1.e.,a'case Where a formal

< * oo~

) compaﬂative evaluation was conducted, "an evaluatﬁ?n'report was,
&,

.,

written, the findlngs were negative, and the program was dropped" ,

5




°(p.i224'). what they did find in each case, however,ﬁwﬁe an ‘

A - ~ o

PR
»

- indirect kind of use. Decision-makers stated that the evaluation

- results influenceq them in gradual or general ways.

.uses, .discuss the results of 345 interviews with LEA personnel in

~=Dickey (l979b),'studying 47 ESEA Title IVC projects 'in

”

Minnesota, found-a high utilization level; 72% of thé
N 3

-

"decision-makers reported the evaluwation results to be “very" or

"quite" useful.
i Pl

--Kennedy, Apling, and?Neumann (1980), fogasing on local

-

18 districts known for succgssfg}ly using evaluation and testing

v A

information. They deseribe a variety of use issues in four

clusters‘of’appIicationsf district-wide, prograﬁ—level,
. . ¢ ,
building-specific, and g¢linical. ‘ »

Brown andanaskambt(IQBO) summarize the current view of
¥ * .
evaluat%gn utilization: ". . . effective utilization dqﬁ% not

° +

necessarlly mean that any of the recommendatlons are 1mplemented

or that there are any immediately apparent dec151ons based on the

~

information” (p. 91). ThlS guggests-both that the diséouraging

pictuﬁe of evaluation useiéreated 5y the quotations above may

stem from a mistgken expectation regarding the nature of use and
S

+ that “the extent of évaluation yse may therefore be underestimated

-

in the literature. Wise (19785 has suggested that

If there is an evaluation utilization problem, it is_

not that decision-makers do not use the informatione

they recelxe, ﬁi/ls that evaluators cannot easily see -
théir informati#n being used in the incremeritalism of
real-world dec151qn-mak1ng (p. 24). -

' Simi'larly, Alkin, paillak, & White (1979) argue that .

Taken-together, the studles and our observations and
e}périences suggest to*.us that evaluation can make a

- ¢ @

%/ 15
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differencg, that it does so .more often than the

) . published critiques suggest, that some school

¥ ' districts characteristically produce a-high
proportion of useful evaluations, and that some
carry out technically competent and programmatidéiiy
influential evaluations (p. 16, emphasis in
original).

Those %ﬁstances where evaluation results are directly translated
% into a‘dgpisidn are sufficient, but.not necessary cases of use.
Based oﬁgfheir‘empiricai work, Alkin, Daillak, and White
'(l§79) define an "instance of the utilization of "local school |
program evaluation" as

Evaluation information considered by a local client,
sanctioned local users, or external users as a dom- ’
inant influence, one of multiple influences, or one of
multiple, cumulative influences in making decisions,
substantiating previous decisions or actions, or
establishing attitudes related to establishment, ex-
\te;nal funding, local district funding, continuance of
a gomponent, curriculum/instructional methods,
‘administrativée/personnel operations, or community

! acceptance of the local school program (p. 232).

This definition reflects the "alternative" notion of evaluation
use discussed above, recognizing. that'the evaluation information

may be only one-source of information used in a complex setting.

-

- Considerably more direct, Smith”s (1980c) definition of
evaluation use--the "conscious employment of an_evaluation (its

proc¢esses, products, or results) to achieve some desineq,ﬂﬁgnsz

-

impact" (p. 25)--reflects the purposeful nature of use implicit
'in Alkin et al.’s dgfinition. By including- the process, product,
. &l \ . .

and results of evaluation in his definition, smith further

1 .
+ - suggests the need to distinguish the effects of the evaluation

process' from the effects of its outcomes. -As Cronbach et al.

~ ) #

'

(1980) note,

- - . evaluators have acquired skills that allow them to = = ____




Find

" /o

. . . whether an evaluation is launched to promote a
cause, or to report -neutrally on events, the measurement
procedures and reports can .easily have a wholly
unanticipated influence. o what happens next Ap. 27).

LY

poe

Know1n3/;hat the process itself can result in changes (e.g.,

Jeople, knowing they are Heing evaluated, working hard to look

good or perhaps to discredit the evaluation), to study use we must _

trace the evaluation”s effects from its inception until well after
its completion. This definition appropriaggly recognizes the

dynamic nature of use.

[
2

Smith also distinguishes use from impact,: which he defines
as "any discernable'actions, events, or chadnges in conditions that
are directly 1nfluenced by the evaluation, 1ts processes,
products, or éindings" (p. 25). Given this definition, an ' -
evaluation needn”t be used to have;impact. 1f, for example,
teacliers work to oust the superintendent who introduced an .
accountability system; the evaluatiqe has had an impact,

i

regardless of its outcomei.or the use to which the superintendent

0

puts’ 1t. This distinction is helpful in examining the varied

- )

effects any evaluation can have.

Leviton and Hughes (1979Y'present two(necessary conditions ‘
for usé: (1) Cook and Pollard:s k1977) suggesgion.that there be
"“serious discussion of the results in debates-about a particular

) policy or program”® (p. 4); and"(2) ", . . evidence that those
engaged in pelicy or program activities would have thought or.
" acted differentIy in the absence of the research information" (p.

5). If the notion of "serious discussion® is changed to "serious

consideration,“ following klkin, Daillak, and White (1979) , the

. ' _ .o

-
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. first céndition is both a necessery‘and sgffidient:condition of
evalwation use. When a decision-maker activély and consciously
S gonsiders, how herr she yillﬁuge n evaluation--even if this is
simply an awareness of how an efaluation may frighten certain
people--the éxample is one of use. Eliﬁinaté this conscious
element, andEtRe'example becomes one of impact.

In contrast, the second condition can be coqsidered‘neither
necessary noé sufficient. for use at the local level. ft Jas
sugge;led abovg that non-use”may in some cases be a;~imp6rtant

7 form of use.. Decision-makers may not think or act differently as
a result of seriously consfaeriné the results of ah‘evaluation;
thY may react to the findings and choose to ignofé.them. To the
extent that information once recei;ed chan;:s a person”s thoughts
forever, the second condition ma; be'technicaliy "nécessary," but-
because observers may be hard pressgd to find evidence of this,*it

. ‘seems pointless to make such a case. Further, the ;econd

conditiOn %lbge’is not sufficient to determine an example of use

because, as stated above, without the conscious consideration
—i'

- markéd‘by the first condition, the example %is one of impact rather

than use. Merely seeing activities reflecting change is not

> b [ =

sufficient evidence of evaluation use.

Figure -1 presents these- idéas inm diagram form. A . ;

w

decision~maker’s or information user’s intentions will result in

the use of evaluation'in'a‘variety of ways. These are

.

) —
simultaneously examples of evaluation use and impact. All other

a ( ,
« outcomes, i.e. those unintended by the user, are examples of

evaluation impact. Both categories represent impact in that the

18
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Figure 1. The relation of evaluation use to evaluation impact.
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evgluation directly influences ";ctions, conditiohs, or Ehanges in
conditiods.f Given this conceptualization, the notion of indirect
influences is no lonyer helpful; either a hsé; consciously uses ’
results (an example of pse) of, without a usez‘s.intention,

results create a direct effect (an example o impactsy .

Consider, for example, an evaluati thé; indicates serious

?

weaknesses in an ESL program for Hlspa ic children. Once the

results are available in any form, use could include a central

administrator”s qéciqion to remove the project director; a group
of parents” complaint to the school board that gieir children are
being poorly served, or a teacher”s decision tp fight for the

program due wf the evaluasﬂon s inadequate asureﬁent procedures.

For each user, the evaludtion may have additisnal, unintended -

impacts. The central administrator, for example, having fire%ﬁthe‘-

project director, may be dismayed to learn of the parents”

complaint because the director may have been an effectjive
community liaison. From this ;kample, it :I,s clear that- one
person“s use can be another‘s impact. . .

AN

Several writers have outlined conCeptual dimensions of
'evaiZation use (Alkln, 1975, Patton et al., 1977 Alkin, DallIak,
and White, 1979; Conner, 1979; Weiss7 1979; Brown, 1981) . Weiss
(1979) has suggested six dimensiohs' for deciding what constitutes

~a use that would provide gonceptual clarity £8r studies:
~

l. wWhat 15 used? - . .

2. How direct is derivation from the study’
.~ By whom is it used? -
.- By how many people? ' '
+ How immediate is the use?

. How much effect is required?.(pp. 11-12).

OV U e
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Browa‘s (1981) conceptualization includes five dimensions: (1)
Who uses ‘the informatic%? (2)‘For what purpose issthe infcrmation
used? (3) What is the evaluation pOAtext? (4) To what eﬁéﬁnt is f
the information used? and (5) What kinds_of informationfare_used?

[ 3

(e, 3). .
Presenting categorles derived empirically, Alkln, Daillak,
and White (1979) prov1de eight categorles in the1r analytic
‘framework of local evaluation use: preexisting evaluation bounds;
orientation of the users; evaluator’s approach; evalugtor
credibility; organizatlonal factors' extraorganlzatlgzél factors;
. 1nformation content and reportlng, and administrator style (p.
235) 7
Several conceptualizations of types of use have’also been
offered. For example, Fullan (1979) has *suggested that
information may result in changes in values, in understandingi;¥in
roles, in organization, or in materials. Some authors use
different terms for types of use that apparently 1nvolve cthe same
processes. As Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse 11977) obgervie, "These
catégories_?re neither mutually exclusive nor exhaustive" (p.
. .

!

Instrumental .use, also called allocative use  (Weiner,

b ) 1

Rubin, and Sachse, 1977), represents the traditional, mainstream
view of the useﬁof evaluative information ivhere the information”
* restilts airectly in programmatic changes. As noted earlier, this
type of use rarely oceurs, although some examples of 1nstrumental
use can certainly be identified (e.g.., the Rockland case study in

\Alkln, Daillak, and White, 1979). Pelz (1978) reminds us that




’
4

"o o o it is seldom'possible to trace a single decision to a
single piece of knowledge in a one-to-one matching between input
and output" (p. 354), and Weiss (1979) concurs:

» To limit our attention to direct and immediate
application of evaluation results to decisions’
forecloses the opportunity to understand hoéw ,
evaluations in fact affect program operation (p. 7).

A second, more common form of use is labeled conceptual use,
- i.e. use "influgucing a policymaker”s thinking about an ig#ue
witﬁout pufting informatio’ to any specific documentable use"
(Rich, 1977, p. %00; see also Caplan et al., 1975). Rein and
White (1975) suggest that over time, summative evaluations change-
people‘s_ideas of what can or can”t be gccomplished in programs.
Th; cumulative effect ofﬁconceptual’use and a variety of gfher
infqrmation then determines future programs. The 1mportance of
this type of use is noted by Cronbach et al. (1980) who write that
"stimuiating a discussion that leadssto gradual change in
prevailing views is very likely the moét.important effect of
evaluatiOn’research" (p. 193). They even go so far as to éay that
"only a minority of‘evaluations are to,bé judged primarily by =
their service to whoever commissioned them" (p. 61), adding later
that an évaluative study "is to be judged primarlly by its
contrlbution to publlc-thlnklng and to the quality of service
provided subsequent to the eva;uatton" (p 64) This type of use
has also been labeled appre01at1ve (Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse,

1977) and "enlxghtenment" (Cronbach et al., 1980) . T

The distinction between instrumental and conceptiial use may

.be clearer in theory ;ban in practice. Leviton. and Hughes (1979)




have written that "it is difficult to determine where conceptual
use ends and instrumental use begins" (p. 10), pointihg to the
- *

___need for documentation oftinstrumental use; an example of

} instrumental use may be mislabeled because of missing | '

documentatibn. Weiss (1979) notes that the use of research anq
evaluatiQn results can more sensibly be placed on a continuum, ‘
with actual, immediate (i.e. instrumental) use at one end and the
conceptual, diffuse contribution to understanding at the other (p.

10} . For example, any given evaluation will have certain effects

/ = -~
on the program it studies~~textbooks may be changed, objectives

P

rewritten, services expanded, and so on. At the same time, the

£
“« ¥

»

results of that study contribute to an overall picture of - - . -

education in the decision-maker“s mind, one of many bits of such

information integrated yearly.
A third type of use has been variously called symbolic

\\ ' zbelz, 1978; Young and Comptdis, 1979), Eersuasive (Leviton and

Hughes, 1979), or ritualistic (Braskamp, 1980) use. ‘Althohgh
these labels,point to slightly diffefegt tzpes of use, the
distinggishiné characteristiq/of symbolic use as an ﬁmbre}la term
is the pre-eminent influence of the evaluation’s cpnﬂbxt on the
use; Qpe success of such use is independent of the mgss%ge brought

v
ﬁg the decision~-maker (Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse, 1977, p. 135.

. <i\§§mbol{c use can take several forms: For example, pfogram
personnel who solicit evaluations only to satisfy external funding
agencies are engaging .in symbolic use; the evaluatiod is only used

to persuade‘the.agency that the game is being played’according to

the rules. ‘In persuqsivé use, decision-makers "[draw] on

23 ° Coe
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evaluation evidence in attempts to convince others to,support a

political position, or to defend such a position from attack"
?

(Leviton and Hughes, 1979, P. 7). Knorr (1977) indicates another

symbolic use of evaluations, she writes that Austrian
adninistrators reported they had used evaluations to legitimize
decisions (pp. }71-172); Further examples of synbolic‘use incluqe
gaining recognition for a successful program of discredit}ng a
disliked program (Weiss, 1977); and as window dressing or as'part'
of a public relations campaign (Alkin, 1975). .
To label symholic use ritualistic is a misnomer since the use can
have delibeéate and important progrén impacts. Cronbach et al. (1980)
point out that "sometimes, anbevaluation or monitoring procedure has
onlx a ritual or symbolic purpese. To use these labels scornfully 1s
to mlspercelve the utility of symbolic acts” {(pp. 159- 160) Suc¢h scorn
also ignores the political realitiesbof most evaluation settings.

N
Figure 2 diagrams the relation &f these modes of usevto the evaluation

context. In cases of instrumental and conceptual use, evaluation

-

results are applied to the political context in immediate -or longterm

ways. In contrast, symboIic use comes from the pol%g}gal context;

‘knowing whet thef want to do, decisiop-makers turn evaluation results

to their an ends, whether appropriate or not. To do this is not

necessaril§ unethical or manipulative. It may be a method for

survival. Patton/(1978) has written, ’

The potential for enhancing Jtillzatlon lies less in its "K
capability for rationalizing decisionmaking than in its

. gg?ecity to empower the users of evaluation information (p.

The symbolic use of evaluation recognizes this.

’




Figgi:e 2. Types of use and related actions
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The conceptualizations of use presented above may accurately
rcflec: real.world evaluation dynamics, but the shift from the more
traditional view of use does produce some problems. An expanded view

“**ﬁofmuse makes 1t more difficult to study?use phenomena. 'For example,
"Tt_lslirterally 1mp0551ble “to prove -(conceﬁttal) use" (Fullan, °
1980, p. 44),'and few decision-makers may be willing to recbgnize or
own up to sfmbolic use. Nevertheless, the trade-off of méasurability
in return for a more realistic perspect#ve on use is clearly
worthwhile. As Braskamp and Brown (1980) h;ve arqgued, "aLthough
the expanded definition makes utilization less dramatlc‘?nb more

" difficult to explicitly measure and demogfstrate, it represent= a view

- of evaluation in which the role of human interaction in the

communication process is given more credance" (p. viii).

»

Empirical Studles of Local Evaluation Use*

chkey (1981) expresses the _consensus in the 11terature when ehe
1

writes, "There have been many articles on under-utilization, but few

>

empirical studies suggesting what variables might account for it.

Supporting data are limited, and most of our “theories” comé more from

common sense than from research" (p. 65). In 1575, Davis a#d Saiasin'

reported that a "review of 1, 200 references on [knowlé!ge] Wﬁ111zatlon

contained only 2 1/2% which pertalned to evaluation.-. . . éven in the

broadest sense" (p. 626). COnditions were_similar in 1979 when Alkin

and Daiilak wrote that N ¢
Whéle much has' been gaid and written about the problems
besetting evaluation and about the, underutilization of

evaluation information, very few empirical studies of

evaluation-utilization have been conducted. Most of the
literature is anecdotal in form (p. 41).




/
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Shapiro (1979) agreed: "The literature on utilizatioh, both applied
. )

and theoretical, tends to be -ad hoc and nonrigorous" (p. 1l). Cook -

(1978) has suggested that "the quality and imaginativeness of‘@ost

(but not all) utilization studies leaves something to be desired" (p.

.

14). ’ . . .
The difficulties of conducting research on evaluatien use are

many. MoOsSt researchers would agree that . .

4//T£e researcher who truly wishes to understand the why’” of
utilization cannot treat evaluation as a black box with~

* _inputs (characteristics, factors, etc.) and outputs o
(decisions), but must open up the evaluation black box and:
carefully study the interactions of people and events which
produce the multiple consequences of evaluation and which
give these consequences meaning (Alkin, Daillak, and White,
P. 32)

But, even apart from the conceptual issues discussed above, ptactical
&

constraintg on ‘studying the use of evaluation information aboundl/

Lev1ton and Hughes (1979) note that it is often difficult to document .

use or to demonstrate tﬁ’i cPange at any level is due prlmarily to the

1

{esults of an evaluation (p. 15). Decision-makers and their local
schooi personnel may be reluctant to share their use;-or ﬁon-use—-of
evaluation results, Stevensoﬁ (1979) writes that,"verbal acceptance
of .findings may not be followed by appropriate action. Verbal
rgeection of fipdings may bexggii?wed by actioqs which imply

acceptance” (p. 3). A further problem stems from the longterm effect

of results; a study completed one year may continue to affect prograhs‘

years after its final report is released (Holley, 1980b, p. 106).

*

¥
“ Weiss (1979) gives five cases in which the interaction of

-

) . . o
evaluation results with a program ang,decision—makér leave the

L] ‘ .
evaluation researcher in a quandry: 1) a decision-maker given an

f A

i
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program with ho real problems or dec151dg p01nts( 4) a d cision-maker ,
. - - . \/ ]

considering many factors, only one of which is the evaluation

-

- ..4;— , .
~ informatio?; 5) a decision-maker .using evaluation results symbolically
to justify what was pre-planned:¥pp: 3-6). The question of whet

appropriate "uge” looks .like in these cases issa difficult pne‘to . ’

:) answer, ‘

¢ . . r -
L

Despite these difficulties, a 'small body of empirical research

» N Y
*on the local use of evaluation results does exist. Becayse  true

3.
-

experiments on this subject are virtualzy impossible, the existing

studies, have been of four types: interviews (Alkin et al, 1974;

Andrews, 1979; bavid, 198i‘-’ Dickey, 1979; Kennédy, Apling, and

Neumann, 19803 Patton et al. 1977 'gllllams and‘Bank, 1980), surveys

’(Caulley and Smlth, 1978 Goldherg, 1978; Lyon et al., 1978; I‘hng’

ot
Thompsdh, 1981) report 51mu’at10n studles (Granv1lle, 1977 Newman,»

“»

Brown, and Braskamp, l980- Thompson, 1981: Thomps@n and Klng, 1981)[

';' and naturalistic case studles (Alkln, baillak, and Whlte, 1979).

AY

These studies have: addressed three major questlons'
e d .

l. Are evaluation results usgd?

2. What are the haracteristics of. local evaluation units %nd

-
1

. . of local decision-makers? ) . .

~ .

3. what factors affect'usg.at the local lével?

Tentative. answers compiled from the llterature provide some 1n51ght
+

. into the local uge of evaluatlon results.'
- ,,,\ » )
l._ Given the sanse in the fleld that* results were not belng

* .

.used, much eariyxresearoh-tried f1r§t to determine if results were
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! being used and, if so, 1n what ways. Some of these studies have been
) ) abntloned above 1n discussing the changing notion of evaluation use.
Ve

- The good news is that evaluation results are used. For example,
although they StUdlEd the use of federal health evaluatio?s, the
flndings of Patton et al. (1977) have been widely cited as prov1ding
support for the use of evaluations. In,open-endeu interviews w1th

" - . three 1nformants per project, i.e. the project offlcer, the
/

de0151on-maker, and the evaluator, they found that.

o s evaluatlon research is used by de01sionmabe;;\but not
in the clear-cut_and organlzatlon-shaklng ways that social
. scientists sometimes belleve research should be used (p.
' 144).

- . / ’
Studying the logal uses of Title I evaluations at 15 sites, David

. iy
/(1981) found that the results were ‘used, but primarily "to meet legal
requirements, to provide feedback, and to provide gross indicators of

pProgram effectlveness" (p. 31). As she summarizes, "Title I

-

evaluatlons do not seem to serve as primary purposes, either as a

s on which to guide the program or as a guide to program
: N : \

improvement" (p¢< 3I). The use of evaluation results -and otZef -

%"information_are used is implicit in Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann

>

(1980) where the results of 345 interviews and the observations of.
roughly two dozen'meetiqge are organized into four categories of

issues: district-wide, program-level, building-specific, and clinical.

kY

Varying uses are discussed for each issue category. -

-~

' . ! ' .
The perception of local users also supports the claim that

' .
results are used. Dickey (1981) conducted a retrospective interview ~

. - ~

study of 47 Title IVC projects using ahalyses of evaluation feponbs
.« .

and archival data aé%werl,as questionnaires and some telephone .

N

& ’ . hil
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interviews of local project directors. As mentioned abooer over
two—ﬁhirds of th?se u;%rs reported finding the evaluations "very" or‘
"quite useful" (p. 71), 'suggesting that they perceive the results
béing used. 1In a nationwide survey of LEA'users, King and Thompsdn
(1981) similarly found that over half--60%~-reported finding the

results of program evaluations either "vegy useful" or "useful" (p. ”
¥

7). ) : , '
' The seminal case studies reported in“i:::f,;aillak, and White a

(1979) further suggest that evaluation results are used and in a
variety of ways (see, for example, pp. 223-226). These naturalistic
studiesvmarked an important methoéological addition to evaluation Lse
research in that they involved on-site observation and %nterviews.-
The question, "Are: evgluation results used," has been answered
empirically, and the answer is yes. [ SR
2. The second quéstiop addressed by empirical rgsearch has been

that of describing the characteristics of the participants -in local

evaluation use, i.e. the a;aluation units and the local

i deoision-makers. Two nationwide syrveys of large city evaluation

| units have been conducted. (Lyon et al., 1978; Webster and Stoffiebeam,

1978) . The portrait thaaremerges of these evaluation units--and it

should be noted that little is known about evaluation in small ,
distrigts, except that they. are unlikely to hav; an Evaluation uﬁiq

(Lyon et al., p. 8)--p;oyiaes lfttle to comfort the evaluiiygn~

community. | N

According to survey results from over.200 large districts (Lyon ’

et al., 1978), evaluation is an in-house aétdvity. School district

personﬁel, rather than external consultants, do the mégor share of

L]

-




evaluation office work, and, contrary to popularcbelief,'these units
are primaril; supported_by.locallfunds, not federal or state monies
kp. 57) ., élthough little agreement exists on what constitutes’basic
evaluation practice or on‘what evaluation acéivities deserve priority.
{p. 50), evaluation in these units f:equently means achievemént ‘ 3, \
testing: réughly 75% say that "student achievement 1s the dominant
topic of data collection" (p. 76); and an equal percentage say -that
"testing is their major method of data collection (p. 79). The two
activities ranked as cdnsuming the most timeh-the assessment of
instructional programs and of student achi eﬂt of obJectives--.
suggest a narrpw view of eval;ation (p. 83). Furthermore, data
collection typically recéives more attention than ta analysis (p.
775, and onlyulsi of respondiné offices reported that the use of

3

evaluation -results tormodify programsewas either first, second, or
“third among time-consuming activities (p. 86). °

The relation of evaluation to improgga'instruction.is then
tenuous, especially gigen the organrzatrdnal_position of many units.
Evaluation units are more likely to be in one og'the typical lines of
authority (e.qg. Instruction'or Adminis ration) than‘to report directly
to the superintendent, but, even so $ of the offic!s are not
located in the Instructiqnal line. ‘De$§ippment ackTvities in these
offices generally center on tests' and evalpation i trumenté, rather
than on instructional programs and products. This partly-explained
by'looking at the clientele of the average unit' roughly 60% of the
time is spent with administrators compared to only 40% with

instructional clients (p. 102). Also, the career patterns of many

evaluators may de-emphagize instructional management experiences: a

31 ' )
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full 42% of evalgators responding hate not taught (p. 66). 3
} The results of Webster and Stofflebeam‘s survey of 35 large
urban schoolidistricts (1978) provide additional details of this
portrait. If dollars invested suggest commltment to an activity,
evaluatzon functions are not strongly supported in these districts-
the "total evaluation bill (for 1977~ 1978} was $13, 002 049, a mere
f1fteen-hundredth§ of one percent of the geducation budget" (p. 26).
a As the Lyon et al. study found, the eva&ghtron departments reported
putting "most efforts into testing, product evaluation, and data
; processlng (pj\29), rather than into program improvementa Because
all evaluators are influenced by the politics surrcunding them (p.
34), evaluation departmept heads reported having to "[self] evaluation
aétivities to decision-makers, in many instances, convincing them that
they need ;nformation to make better decisions" (p. ?9). Even in
/' districts with-evaluatfon units, then, the results Sf these surveys
: suggest tﬂit the use of evaluation results at the local level is a

less than likely prospect.

In addition to. these surveys, Kensedy, Apling, and Neumann’s

- (1980) interviews of evaluators in 18 districts across the country
provide further insight into the local evaluation office to support
this view. The evaluators irfterviewed disgcussed five issues. inrét,
the md}tiplegclients they serve in a local setting éake it impossible

's; . to&focus on or please'everyone arl of the time. Second, the conflict

between object}vityfand involvement forqes evalu%tors to’create a
delicate balance betwaen independence and close working relationships

. " with p:oaxaﬂyaﬁnage s Third, the concern for professional

cred}bility means they must aim for technical quality in difficult

B - N
»
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working environments, where-cliefnts frequentlyiquéstion the
educational (but not the technigal) quality of tHeir work. \gourth to
promote information u;é evaluators need to.amploy several strategies
;such as engaging in early negotiatlons with potential userstand ‘
securing the support of board pollcies that mandate evaluation use.
.Fifth, the relationship between evaluator &nhd client was reported to
influence use only whén the evalua;or became a personal consultant, an
extremely time-consuming task, thus suggesting that it "may not be

. - -
reasonable . . . to place too much responsibility upon the evaluator -
for improving evaluatfgn use" (p.1118).

The characteristics of local deqisioq;makefs derived from
empirical\studies provide addibional-infgrﬁatiogipertaining(to local
use. - As ngteg above,, these users frequerftly report finding report
results u;:ful. Alkin, Kosecoff, FitzJGibbon, and Seligmah (1974)
studied the relation of'evaluationgfepsrtsga decision-makers in 42

T

Title VII p:oject317 Thé‘methodology congisted %f data collection ‘

through the analyses of egaluation reports and audiés, retrospective
questionnaires or telephoﬁe.interv&ew;éwith pr6343£ personnel, and
federal monitors” ratings, followed by ex?eng}ve statistical analysis.
In computing a local decision-making faqpor, %hey’found that "wheﬁ

[local] Pproject pirectors repgrted the evaluation useful in one area
; ~ . o

(e.g." in préparing reports, changing personnel,'recommend}ng project

changss, etc.), they generally reported it uBeful. in all éreas" (p.

53). Furthermore, e

- Whereas evidence of evaluation sophistication and compre-
hensiveness . . . were associated”with federal decision

making, local decision makers were influenced by the

physical amount of evaluation 1nformatlbn produced and

general judgments of pro:ect quallty. fiith respect to

local decision making, the rule seemed to be% the more , .

) 33 R ‘ ’ i'f
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J ( evaluation the better and the more positive the
assessment the’ better (p 75, emphasis in the original).

L

The image of the local evaluation user derived from this study is
someone eager for information. It should be noted, however, ‘that the
study also found géﬁ?Sborded failures in the evaluation reports (p.

17); the possibility that local decision-makers were finding useful

e

positive documentation of their programs‘might easily explain whx the

evaluations were appealing.

.
.

In the study cited earlier, Dickey (1981) found that

« « » the project director is most likely to use the -
‘iﬁ evaluation when he or she is interested in and committed

to it, when he or she sees its procedures as apppopriate

and its recommendations as helpful, and when the final

report is produced on time for the project”s needs (p. -

73).

1,

She also found that directors of validated projects were more likely
to label evaluation .imformation useful. This conflicts with
Granville®s finding (1977) that, {n a simulation study, principals
responding to a report on an innovative program were more likely to
1ncorporate objective evidence into their decisions than those reading

a report on a "routine” program (p. 6). These results may clearly be

’

due to the numerous methodological differences between the studies,

but the variabhle of proggamgihnovatlveness needs additional

o
clarlflcatlon.;

——— Y

/7 . .
The four types of issues raised by local users interviewed by
; § N ,

Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann (1980) are presente ‘p Table l’and
sug;est theivariety of coﬁcerns these multiple clients face .in using
evaluation and testing information. The problems‘and information -
needs of local users therefore differ radically. Smith (1980b) found

that school board members had a different perspective towwrd

} <+
- ——
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Iable 1. Issues raised by users in Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann (1980)

-
-

Tssue Caéegorx

Topics of Concern

7

District-wide

Program level
Building-gpeeific

Clinical

a.

Pederal influences

b,”, Changing enrollments

c.
d.

a.
b.

C.

a.
b.
c.

a.
b.
c.

Student behavior
Testing

Responsibility and authority
Compliance

" Funding

Implementing district policies
Building management
Program improvement

Students' instructional needs
Students' gsocial and emotional needs
Referral of students to special programs

J




accreditation studies than administrators, the users who provided the

. lengthy set of issues in Table 1 simllarly must view evaluation from

2

differing perspectives,
. Three studies have examined administrators’ and project staff’s
attitudes toward evaluation and evaluatgrs. David (1981) discovered
two underlying attitudes toward evaluation among the Title I local
staff: a "narrow and usually negative” perception of evaluation; and
the "“true believer syndrome,”" i.e. the fe€ling that, as one director
said, "“We are successful even if we can’t show it on paper’" (p. 38).
The survey described in King and Thompson—(lQBl)‘found that only 28%
of the LEA users responding reported that the program effects they
most care about can be directly measured: wellfover two-thirds (72%)
felt that these effects can only be measured indirectly (43%) or not
at all (29%) (p. 8). Users who feel that key program effects cannot
be measured may find working with evaluators gsgrustrating experience,
although it must also be noted that most of those respond1ng reported

\
1nfrequeﬁt contact with evaluators (p. 9).

Both this survey and a related simulation study have documented

that administrators perceive the chara ics of different

evaluatord® . In the survey, administrators were asked to categorize a
typical evaluator in their districtvaccordfng to his or her technical
skill (good or below average) and political skill (good or below

average). The four combinations of these variables create a typology

of evaluators first suggested by Meltsner (1976) . The local ugers

libeled their typical evaluator as follows:

Good in technical skill, good in political skill 49%

(entrepreneur) . !

: Below average in technical skill, good in political 26%°

- 36 : . -
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skill (politician)
J

Good in technical skill, below average in political 17%
skill (technician)

Below average in technical skill, pelow average in 8%
political skill (placeholder) ¢

The recognition of evaluators” politicdl skills in LEA Settings is
evident in that 75% of the respondents labeleé their most common |
evaluatorsas high in political skills. .The relatively equal
importance of technical skills is reflected in the 50% rating for. 
‘those categories with high technical skills. These resdlts contrast
in part with the finé}ngs of Thompson (1980) in which the evaluators
in an Prban district evaluation unit were identified as either
entrepreneurs or placeholders (p. 63). ﬁo&ever,(the*second stuis used
a faﬂctor analysis T)f evaluators’ reactions to s‘tate(ments to label
them, and the difference in subjects and method may well account for
_thé difference in the results. ‘
’ An additional study by Thompsoﬁ and King (198l1) using simulated
evaluation reports found that adm%nistrators may iﬁpliqitly reqognize
differences among evalpat&EE_Qhen they read reports; Given reports

-

that varied in the use of technical and political language, principals
respbnded differently. Thé results suggested, however, that adminis-
trators were more attentive to the technical m?rit of reports pﬁan they
were to the evaluator's pqlitigalrseqsipivity. Although the results

. of any §imulation study must be considered teﬁuous, these findings,
coupled with the work discussed above, suggest that users do perceiQe
differences amorlg evaluaéqrs. “Tp'the extent that ﬁerceptions affect the
subsequent use of results, they may be important variables to consider.

= J Ed
As the results descrlb%d previousiy suggest, the answer to the

)
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second question--what are the characteristics of local evaluation

units and of local decision-makers?--is highly complex. There are,

* however, at least two generalizations to be made. First, local
evaluation units are typically not involved in program improvement;
ané secdnd, although some research supports the claim that local useré
£ind evaluation information helpful, other data sug§zst that these

users may feel that evaluation is not of.value to them.\ The picture

that emerges of the local evaluation coptext, then, suppor
(settiné for potential non-use.

3. The third question is, finally, the key to improving
‘the use of evaluation information at the local level. By knowing
the‘factofs that affect use, evaluators and decision-makers
together can work toward increasing the appropriate ﬁse of
results. The discussion of what empirical research has learned
about these factors will be separated 'into two sections,
presenting first those facéors within the evaluator’s control and
second those factors bertinent to a local evaluation context, but
‘6ut Of any one person’s control.

Factors Evaluators Can Control.. Two variables that have

received considerable discussion in. the evaluation community are

the technical quality of evaluation studies and of evaluation

-

reports. The Joint Standards contain.both methdological.

} [

standaras,(D3, "Described Purposes and Procedureé"; D5, "Valid

Measurement”; D6, "Reliable Measurement"; D8, "Analysis*®of

. - :
Quantitative Information"; etc.) and explicit standards fo
: ve Ir ; f

=
¥

reports (A5, "Report.Clarity"; A6, ."Report Dissemination"; A7,

"Repo}t Timeliness") .. Because‘the need for the highest qualityq

.

/ , : | ~




evaluation methodology/and reperts is intuit?vely obvious, little
empirical work' has bgen cenductea on these topics. However, as
Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse (19773 point out, to say that
evaluation results are underused because of their low technical
and scientific quality is to display a "faith in rationality,g
rather than an awareness of "evidence eoncerniné the factors
influencing the utiliz;tion of evaluative information" (p. 4).

The results of three studies suggest that the use of
evaiuation informatibn is’ not directly related to the

methodological quallty of the evaluation itself. Patton et al.

(1977) write that ". . . thepe is-little in our data to’' suggest

that improying methodological quality in and of itself will have

S

~
effect on increasling the utilization of evaluation research" (p.

151, emphasis in‘original), Dickey (1981) similarly found that
methdologlcal sophistication (e. g. hypothesis~testing statisticd,
mu1t1ple data sources, control/cémpanion éroups) had no
relationship to the level of use {p. 73). As mentioned above,
while the evaluators 1nterV1ewed in Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann
{1980) worrled about the methodologlcq% quality of their work,
the users of their reﬁylts were more concerned with the
educat1onal quality" than with the technlcal quality (p. lll) .
Websteq and Stufflebeam (1978) reported that the evaluation
~departments of the districts they surveyed d1d have highly
trained, methodologicaliy competent evaluators (p. 32). Evidence
su;gests,however,'that i ving the teehnieal quality of results

will not necessaril§.improve the level of their use. Not being
R

methdological experts, decision-makers will typieally use or not

—

»
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= use evaluatién results for reasons other than their technical
. F
[ \

The evaluatjon report is a second factor affecting use that

L4

evaluators can control. Seve}al‘studies have examined aspects of
" the effect of reports on use. A series of studies by(ﬁ?EEKgmp,
( iBtown, and Newman (see, for example, Newman, Brown, and Braékamp,

, '
1980; Braskamp, Brown, and Newman, 1981) has systematically
i ] g

investigated the "relationship among the characteristics of an

\]

evaluator, an evaluation report, evaluation audience
. / \ A d

characteristics, and audience responses" (Newman, Brown, and
L+
’ .
Braskamp, 1980, p. 30), using communication theory as a
conceptual framework. Their results suggest that several repor: L.

vafiables affect the use of evaluation informapion.

P 9 a. The message source--the evaluator--"generally affects

an audience”’s reaction§ not only of their ratings of the‘méssage

-
«
L

éource (evaluator) but also affects their eé&gn; of agreement
with the evaluator’s recommendations" (Braskamp, Brown, and \\\7
Newman{ 1981, p. 6). Both the title and sex of the evaluat&r can

" affect audience reactigns. Even though readers read identical «
reports, they rated those they thoughé written by a "researcher"
as signifiéantly more objective than those written by an

. "evaluator" or a "content [art] specialist.” Report readers were

less likely to agree with reports‘which they thought were written

‘ —
Sy female evaluators»when the field differed Erom their OWﬁ; in '
) their own field, they were. less critical of the female’s results,
élthough they were 8till more likely to agre; with th male -
.= evaluator”s recommendations. o ) .
) -
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b. The message content can also affect readers’ reactions.

The use of jargon and data can affect audience ratings of )

teqhnicallty and difficulty. 1In one study, the report rated most ’

L4 P
£

‘difficult by readers inecluded jargon, but no.data support.

"Generally, reports ‘containing both jargon and data were rated \*ﬂﬁi‘«\ﬁ

more useful tegardless of whether the readers were profeésienals. ‘
’ i the field or were lay persons from another field" (Newmaa?v -

Brown, and Braskamp, 1950, p. 33)., Rated next highest were ) >‘

reports lacking both jargon and data use, suggesting gﬁ ' - e

1nteraction between the use or non-use of jargon and .data in the

reactions of readers. ‘ » e .

" A study by Brzezinski (1979) rated evaluation reports using - .

. ¥

the criteria outlined in the Joint Standards. The studies ranked

. the highest were "those that were the longest and most research

. report-sounding” (p. 6). -This suggests that the Standards *
. -criteria, which give high points for appropriate technical -
) L ! Q

language and data, may then lead to reports that users find’most”
useful. To the\extent that local users also want as much .
information as possible (Alkin et al., 19745_, these teehriically &
soynd repodts may also be the moat effective. - -
A word of caution should be added here, however. The

L. -

variables’ dzscussed—-report use of technical language and data,f

and report length‘~ have not been exhaustively studled. Other R
variables, for example, program. innovativeness or the 1nclusion I
of negative results, may well affect local use of_evaluation
information. The finding of Brickell et al. (l974l‘cdn3erningf .

the length of desirable reports in the federal bureaucracy wmBe




C, .
. : € s M [
equally true at Ehe local Ievel* \

" It was not unusual for officials to request short —
reports fér themselves and longer ones for their .
.subordinates; but then té find that their subordinates
when- interviewed widnted shoxt reports for their own
use ,and suggested.longer reports for their
subordinates a§§ 80 on down the hierarchy (p. 60) .

Furthet, other research supports the view that

L admlnlsttators prefer qua@dtative informatlon over quantitatlve

)

1nFormation. Alkin’s (1980b) wel

14

ylelded the conchpsion that "little ev1dence was foundn the

own naturallstlc use studies

\_n/case studias‘%hat research rigor was an 1mportant factor

affectlng utilization' (p» 24) Simulation research by Brown and

»

Newman (in press) is even more dramatic:
N o

"these diffgrences were statlstlcally gnificant at the
.05 "1evel’," however, resulted in lower lteveks of
agreemént (with policy recommendations), .In fact, for
three of ,four recommendations, the inclusion of the
: inferential statement resuilted in levels of agreement
lower than in the no data [experlmental] condition.

(Theasfhple addition of an inferential” %§9z§ment, such as

However, iR 1mportant to note. that the use of data does interact

with other reswﬁ; featurés-ln determining audience reaction (Brown,

Newman, and Rivers, 1980, p. 72)} SO a simple'interpretatépn of
P "o ) . . . R

) thzse results is not possible. " 7

ey

%

t The effect of report timeliness’ seems, like technlcal

&
. quallty, intuitively obvious; nééuits that ‘are unavailable.to a

-decision~maker at the timé of a decision cannot be used. Randalﬂ

»

:(1969) graphically portrays.this situatton:

Théxe is a.timeworn and oft-recurring spectacle of the
- frantic but finally productive researcher-evaluator,

v who rushed into the exd'utive offices with. his data

analyiis in hand, only to find that the executives,
several months previously, had made the impbrtant
decisions that locked up the monies” and committed. the
organization éor the.ensuing mOnths ahead (p. l)
‘ v ' /%‘
'/'"“‘ .t u; “ * , N
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assumption. Howgver, two studies provide e

Patton et al. £1977) reported that timeliness was, not a critical

factor in the use of federal health evaluatlgn results (p. 150),

labeled timeliness of questionable importance:

[y

. Although we found several major decisions in the ~
making, the importance of timely data was hard to
gauge. . . [Elven when decisions were based 6n formal
studies, timeliness was not critical (p. 131).

They note'elsewhere»tnat ‘Bor profect direotors, the results of,
- formative evaluations}are not ava1lable quickly enough; action
must be taken using avallable data, even 1f it is last year’s
summative study. The case studies in&Alkin,_Dalllek, and White
(1979) also demonstrate the problems of reborts that are made

¥

.available only after the next yéar”s planning cycle.

/“‘

perbaps even, in Cronbacn et al.”s opinion, "much-overrated" (p.

The effect of report timeliness is, then, uncertain and

.

63) 7 Cleag}y, oecision-mekers in local settings use informatioh
they are interested in/as soon as the‘aata are evailabfe in énx
~ form; as Patton (1978) notes, the formal report of an evaluation
will hold no surprises for an alert dec1s10n-maker (p. 205) To *
sugges# that report timeliness is an important factor 1s'to -
suggest a form of instrumental uses But as was noted above, the
instrumental use of evgiuation information is, in general,
o p
limited. « Although timeliness may be'important for short-term

N

-

use+of evaluation results (Young and Compfois, 1979).

idence. to the contrary.

\
and Kennédy, Apling, and Neumann (1980), study1ng local users, also

»

. instrumental use, it may not be as important’ for the more’generél”

A
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v - ) ‘ * .
) __c. "The characteristics of the yeceiver canvalso affect the
—_—

.' use of 1nformation. Ratings of the usefulness of the Yesults of
.an exﬁernal evaluation differed depending on the-orgénizafional
position of the audience. = Other important variables were ehe
level of~professional eﬁberience and the field o. the reader.

Involved here, too,

L3

the audience”s perceived need for

evaluative informafion in a particuqu area (Brown, Newman, and

Rivers, 1980). "fhose with a high perceived need for evaluation

witn the information they had available than thoseuwithfa low
‘perceived need" (1981, pp.bll-12).' \T//\\

A finding of King and Thompsonf(l98l) sugéests the
{mportance of the evaluation report to the local user. “Blmost
two-thirds of both principals and superintendents ranked wrigﬁg
evaluation reports "which identify difficulties and discuss
pessible actions to correct them" as the mqst'important form of
evaluation reporting in their systems. To the extent that :
eveluation reports can be improved in meaningful ways (e.g.,
including appropriate data, gearing reports to certain

organizational positions), empirical evidence suggeéts that the

use ef results may then also improve..

Factors Related to the¢ Local Evaluation Context. wWhile the
methodological quality of evaluations and the evaluation report
are factors that iocal-evaluators can work to control, other

:3 factors affecting use flow from the context af evaluation. The,

factors in this category that havelbeen empirically investigated
Attt

can ‘be divided into two topics: the issues local users face and




. : A ‘ ,

the process"of local evaluation use.

A

The intefview; summarized in Keﬁ%edf, Apling, and Neumann .

~

(1980) mark an important addition to the literature because eh Y
< provide evidence that the non-use oﬁHlnformatlon may in‘manyj/ﬁ

cases be beybnd the evaluator”s control. The four categories of

‘issues the users descfibed--district—wid@, program-level, ! -
building-spebié%c, and clinical--sdggest the variety of ways |
infprmatiéq,is used at the local level. The use of evaluation
:information is discussed in ali/but the cliﬁiqal ehapter, which
deaﬁf only with the use of test results. As seen in Table 1, the 5o
types of issues faced at different ordganizational positions$ vary
radically. Dfstrict-wide issues‘are reactive, raﬁder Ehan (
pro~aetive, created by the chenging condfi?;:::ghe inséitution ‘

faces. The issues program direqﬁSfe face often require increased

personal advocacy; in such cases, personal informatiod can often .
obyiate the'deed for hore formally collected data. Building-

specific issues involve building management where little ' R
éystedatic information is used in impleﬁenting district pdlicies. S

The summary paragraphs at the end of the three‘chapters
#

.

describing these issues are thought-provoking.

»

*FcIlowiné Chapter 3, "District-wide Issues":

. These f1ndings raise some interesting questio®s about the
use of evaluation and test data. . . [O]ne' wonders whether o’
an evaluator (or anyone else) could ever predict what the .
issues would be in.sufficient time to generate data that
would specifically address . . . [the unanticipated] issues
[that characterize district-widé& concerns]. . . If [the
currently available descriptive statistics are appropriate
to district-wide issues]. . ., then .the role of evaluation
studies per se--that is, assessments of the merits of - n

/zurrent practices--may be doomed to be a small, one, for ~
‘questions of merit seem to take. a ‘back seat to questions of) -
new needs that must be’ addressed (p. 45)°

~

.
.
-t P ’
. 1
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Following ‘Chapter 4,;"Prégram Issues”: ) /

The situation program directors find themselves in raises
some important questions' about the role that evaluation and
testing can play in,program improvements. I r for example,
we accept the fact that program managers, out of
organizational necessity, must use data for advocacy,
should we also accept the fact that such uses will probably
also entail distortion of the findinqgg How does one draw
- : the line between apﬁ}opriate and inappropriate uses of data
¢ in advocacy situations? Furthermore, data tend to be used
in group settings, that is, a program director discusses
its implications with one or two trusted staff members or
an evaluator and then uses it to persuade others. The
process has many layers and is diffuse. How would one
, intervene to improve it? (p. 65).

. Following Chapter 5, "Building-Specific Issues": ;
These findings are significant in that a considerable body
.of literature suggests that building pringtipals are key
contributors to the quality of education in their schools.
Yet, for -the most 'part, the issues they face are not fssues
that could be identified, clarified, or solved via .
» Systematic data (p. 82). . ”
. ! -
‘/xIn other words, thawuse of evaluation information at)the local
level may'be severely limited because of the kinds of issues
- users face at this level. The question for evaluators then
becomes one of determining those issues and situations that can
benefit from data collected éystematically and of working to 4
- insure sthat -thé information is presented in useful ways. To do
this effectively will require a thorough under standing of the (\\;
process of evaluation use at the local level, the second set of
use factors related to the context of evaluation.

Thé many variables affecting the process of locar'

information use have not been documented empirically. 1In their -
® ] ‘ :

study, Patton et ml. (1977) found only tWo,factoré significant;y

-— \

related to the.use‘of evaluation:results: a "political




. -

2]

. e s . / ’ ! Y -
consigerations factor”™ and ‘the "personal factor" (p. 149), i.e.
Presence of at least one person in an evaluation study who

cared about the process and using its’results, In an LEA

0

sett@ng, Granville s (1977) simulation study similarly found that
fhe “polltical” and “social influence factors ¢.gnificantly

affected pringipals‘ decisions. Granville's social influence

L

factor indicated the importance of the profe551onal peer group at

the local level These results suggest the obvious:’ to work in

5

a school dlstrict is'to live ih a political environment’ where

\\gpeéiﬁic)individuals can make a difference and can actually make

e

evaluation use occur, .

The conclusions of empirical studies hane\FEFeatedly

i

recommended a collaborative approach to local evaluatlon efforts,

- .

i.e. evaluators and deciston-makers working together to create * //
14

and use evaluation information. Both the political and personal
factors suggest the validity of such an appreach. Based on the -
study of Title IVC project directors cited earlier, Dickey (1981) -

“
concluded that evaluators should adopt a more collaborative

role, involving the decision maker and the staff in decisions
[3

about the evaluation" (p. 76, emphasis 1n original) She also

writes that “eValuation, conducted at a distance, is Iess likely

to be valid and unbiased and thus, less useful” (p. 76).
— Goldberg (1978) found that New York City" ESEA’ -

administrdtors received helpful information® from evaluations in

the problem_awareness step.of decision-making, but not in the

later steps, i.e. in finding possible courses of action or in

v

choosing among alternative courses of action (p. 19). He




]

recommended collaboration as a way to increase the use of

avaluation information throughout the decision-making process.

°

" Ewo case studies of Alkin, Daillak, and White {(1979)
provide graphic evidence qf how collaboration can help the use
orocéss. In the Bayview example, the ”evaluatof; assigned by

. ~hance to a project, . . . [became], in a very shc-t period of

time, a trusted advisog to decision-makers who . . . [had] little
prédisposition toward evaluationJ (p. 208). The contrasting role
of the evaluator in the Valley Vista example shows how an outside
evaluator intent on collecting mandated information can force
participation against the local staff“s wishes~--but not use.

"Collaboration" can be as straightforward as having

.. evaluators share rgsults with-decision-makers as the .evaluation

i
4

progresses. David (1981), for example, states that "the

provision of feedback, particularly when explained in person,

Y provides what may be a necessary but not sufficient condition for

utilization of the evaluation information" (p. 29). 1In their }

;

1 4
survey of e%?luation offices, Lyon et al. (1978) noted that most
reported feedback to project personnel consisted of "informal

verbal recommendations rather than formal written ones" (p. 87).

L3

Further, "the importance of werbal, rather than written,

evaluations wag also underlined in fieldwork activities"™ (p. 43).
¥ ' .
It is possible that. this degree of collaboration has .helped local

decision-makers to apply evaluation results in the subtle ways
now recognized éS’éonstiéuting use. )

Although research thus'suggests that collaboration may be a
good iaea, @he constraints of practice may limit this approach.

«
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The evaluators’ interviewed iﬁ}Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann
(1980) , "for example,. knew that extensive involvement in a .
program--becoming "close enough to program directors.to act as
their peésonai consultantsf--would influencg information use, but
they knew too tbgt it was a "role that required more time than
most of them were able to sp;nd“ (p. 117). Kennedy et al. give
three reasons that may limit the efforts of evaluators at
encouraging use: (1) some peoéle already use informat:inn
effectively and the effect éhe evaluators could have had is
unclear; (2) othgrs had not Been converted to use despite the
presence of evaluators who "possess an imposiné’grray of peréonal
skills and qualities";‘and (3) much of the use of data "occurred
'bééause of other, institutional pressures" beyond the ' o
single-handed control of evaluators (pp. 118-119).. The role of
professidnal knowledge in evaluation uée, for example, has not
.yet been .carefully studied.

In recording that two-thirds of the responding evaluation
heads f;&t that their pegsonnél resources were inadequate, Lyon
et al. (I978) provide another reason for'questibning }heA
probability of £he,pr§cticality ©of the collaborative approach. A

¥Yfurther reascn the approach may be unsuitable stems from evidence
presented in Smith (1980b) that merely-increasing user
participation in'an evaluation study may not increase the use of
the recommendations (p. 64). Whether board members” involvement
in accreditation studies parallels other local users” |

involvement, however, remains to be seen.

: Like the \second question, the answer to the third

U
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question--what factors affect use at the local level?--is complex
-and, to date, not clear. Certain factors are known to be
impor tant in theé process of local evaluation use, and research

has suggested the efficacy of a collaborative approach. However,

“knowledge of the use process remains limited.

Strategies for Improving Use

. . Although few empirical stddies‘of the local use of evaluations
exist, frequent mention is made in the evaluation literature of
sErategies for improving such use. Cronbach et al. (1980) argue that
"if any single intellectual sin is to be blamed for the present chaos,
it is the readiness to make general assertions that supposedly apply
to all evaluations" (p. 51). Concurring, Patton (1978) warng t’ at
> The overall problem of underutilization of evaluation

regearch will not be solved-by compiling and following

52;2 long list of .evaluation proverbs and axioms. Real

world circumstances are too complex and unique to be
] routinely approached through the application of isolated
- pearls of evaluation wisdom (pp. 19-20). t
The following, therefore, will be a general discussion of the factors
identified in the literature as affecting use and'stratégies for
addressing these: The discussion will again be dxvided into those
factors that are more or less within evaluators” control and those
more related to-the evaluation context that cannot be controlled, but
must be dealt with. . - o, o

Factors Evaluators Can Control. Although methodological guality

has not been shown empirically to be either necessary or sufficient
for use to occur, common sense and the Joint Committee”s Standards
suggest that it is a minimum criterion for good evaluation practice.

Alkin (1975) pdints out that "apparently, one of the best-
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. picture of the program®™ (p. 25). While it §s true that some

*that it is not enough to conduct methodologically sound research"

(o

conscientious defenses,against non-utilization of evaluation findings
is a technically sound, methodologically éredible study" (p. 207);
without such defenses, critics can ea51lg dismiss evaluatlon results

.

by attacking their technical credibility (p. 206) Somewhat

S

idealistically, Leviton and Hughes (1979) suggest, "If
[methodologicall qualit§ does influence use, it is likely to do so

primarily through increased trust that the*findings are an accurate

3

administrator disdain for empiticism may be¢’ appropriate because

quantitative forms of representation "inherently are insensitive to

éome of the significant aspects of classroom life" (Eisner, 1980, p.
il), it is‘also true, that good methodology will-insure resulls thet .
are worth usipg«/f:;;e central message in this rega;d," however, "is
(Johnson, 1978,ip. 12) . ,

* In addition to sound methodology, as noted above, a second
factor w1th1n the evaluator”’s control, is the evaluation report, in
both its oral and written forms. Empirical results have demonstrated

. ’
the varying effects of_the message source, message content,
and—-perhaps—-ité't%meliness. The imgortance of effective

communication by evaluators has’ been highly emphasized in

non-empirical writing. The likelihood of the evaluation report itself

-

having g Jimpact may be small because, as Cronbach'et al. (1980) point

out, "?7  2valuator‘s final, formal report is essentially an archival
document, not a live communication" (p. 185). However, given the
local users” interest in having such reports, evaluators must work to

make them as good as possible. "Most of these'reports," writes Denny
~

o




- I

r~ r b o, N ' .
(1980) , "have ohe omnipresent guality: they are dull, dull, dull" (p.

A

4)s -Datta (1979) reports that "Although\titiéd ‘evaluations,” more

4 -

aocurately . + + [the evaluati n reporté she examined] might be )
presented as descriptive statﬁ%tical accounts of some aspect; of ;
educational programs" (p. 17); ias such, they may not be useful to
local decision-makers. . .

Suggestions_ for i@proving reports include ﬁsing details of
events and people, making the evaluation report a "well told stor&"

(Denny, 1980, p. 5); inoluding details of the evaluator’s personality,

i.e. his or her competence, belief, style, etc. (Denny, 1980, p. 6); -

using executive summaries on differént colored paper (Alkin, 1975, p.
' 208) ; and using appendices to hold more technical information (2lkin,
o - ) =
1975, p. 209). Datta (1979) also recommends the-executive summary

)
approach, i.e. that evaluators "address the few important questfons,

. o

present the evidence, and state the action‘implicazions in one page or
less" (p. 23). Brzezinski (1979) pgints out, however, the limits of
such summaries for trulylinformed decision-making (p. 1).

' Should evaluation reportsacontain recommended actions?
Empirical‘researoh has not provided a definitive answer to this

dquestion. Although the answer 1s clearly tied to the evaluator s ‘ ;

conceptual approach to evaluation (see Webster and Stufflebeam, 1978),

to the extent that such recommendations may assist harried

4 -

decision-makers, they may well be of value. Haller (1974) observes

that - ’

Evaluation problems concern decision, decisions presume the
existence of alternatives, and so the purpose of evaluation

is to ,help delineate alternatives and to provide )
' ‘ informasﬁap to help decision makers arrive at more rational

choices (p. 403).
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However, Weiss (1979) notes that many evaluators are not policy

oriented; "evaluators do not always--or even often--come up ‘with défa

that‘give~gxplicit guidance for action" (p. 3).' Zepeda (1980) ‘. " *

suggests that this-sifﬁation is not entirely satisfactory: "Inform%ng .

local decision makers that the local Title-I program‘is not effective

does not give them the information they need to improye it"” (pf'l)i' p
Will administrators percei&g recommendations as an unwarranted

_intru;ion into the policy arena? They will if the evaluator’s:

offerings take the f;rm of grandiose schemes. Ehey may not if

specific policy alternatives are mentioned and the evaluator merely
presents objective evidence,‘bot; for and against, regardinghfhe best
predictions’about l{kely program impacts. Evaluators sometimg§ A ‘
perceive administrators as defensive of their territory, and in some
cases these perceptions are fully justified. B&t‘many administrators
do not feel threatened by good ideas ané will take their wisdom‘
wherever they can get it, gspeciallylif they believe that the
reco@meﬁdétions are being offered i a singere attempt to help rather
than in an insinceée éttempt to be Machiavellian. However, as wman
and Brown”s (1980) results indicate, the utility of this effort will
partly be determined by the situation~speéific personalities and the
needs of the involved administrators. S .

The literature suggests that the informal contacts between
evaluators and users are more important than wfitten repﬁrts in

effecting use. Four of the six themes discussed in the New Directions

Sourcebook entitled Utilization of EValuativé Information (Braskamp

and Brown, 1980) point to the importance of this interaction:

utilization as an "immediate concern -of evaluators"; the "active role

-
-
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decision-makets"; and the " 1mportance of the communication process

-

of évaihaﬁors in enhancing utilization”; the need for a "highly

interactive consulting relatipnship between éevaluators and key

#

[y

(pp. 91-94). Consider also the following quotations.
The evidence on dissemination suggests that informal
communication that cuts the red tape may enhance
utilization, although quality of information may Sometimes
. suffer and dissemination will be haphazard (Leviton &
Hughes, 1979, p. 21).
\
For while information is an esQentlal regource for decision
makers, the manner in which it is converted into policy is
based as much or more on interpersonal, organizational, and
psychological factors than on the actual information 1tself
* (Guskin, 1980, p. 45).

Utilization is usually the result of the relationship

between the evaluator and the user more than anything else.
If the user knows and respects the evaluator, utilization

has its-highest potential (Holley, 1979, p. 8).

Much of the most.significant communication is informal, not
all of it is deliberate, and some of the largest effects
are indirect (Cronbach et al., 1980, p. 174).

N
The message for evaluators seems clear: informal communicatjion
i . - v -
with the information users must be stressed throughout the evaluation

4

, ) . /
process if results are to be used. It is nSBQalways possible to

antic¢ipate when information.will_be needed in the service of

educational decision making. 1In féct, as Brickell, Aslanian, and Spak

' (1974) note, at the federal level, the administrator "can never know

when he will need it kevaluative informationl. The process of

government deciéion-making is not so orderly or regular that he can
. , v

schedule his need for information" (p. 24). Kennedy; Apling, and

Neumann (1980) provide evidencé that the same is true of local

.

administrators whé deal with diétrict-wide issues.

Wise (1980, p. 15) and Cronbach et al. (1980, p. 160) label the
' , :




eyaluator an educator whose job it is to teach'bthers.about the
program studied. The information presented must bhe - .

S/ . h ’
. « . Understood, credible, and coherent to the intended
"audiences and the evaluator must be a gulde for politically-
feasible .action. . . [I]1f a two-way cpmmunlcation channel’
between the evaluators and users is established, provisions’
for trust and mutual problem solving are more likely (p.
11). - .. N

-

Evaluators are, then, in many ways responsible for mak ing use happen.

Fl

\
Lee and Hofiey (1978), give advice on how to dissemlnate

eyaluation results. In&luded ampng the practical tips are such things
as training the press to properiy interpret evaluation data aﬁd using v
audio-visual aids during oral presentationsg In % more theeretical
paper, Holley (1980a) suggests that evaluators, knowing the political

nature of evaluation settings, should even use potentlal use as a key

criterion in the allocation of evaluation dolIars. It 1s better, in Ny

>

her view, to attack difficult "mountains" that users are 1nterested in
than to work on smaller, more methodologically tidg—*molehills" where
results'may not .be used. Alk;nd(1975, pP. éOiT\§;;¥;::co’(197l, p. 70)
suggest that potential and iuteuded uses should be specified eF?§§ in
.the evaluation process. - ‘ ' y S
- -~

Factors Related to the Local Evaluation Context. "It is not

possible finallyqto draw a fine line between utilization factors that
evaliators can control-and those they cannot. Even those that are
‘most controllable--tue methodological and report quality discussed
above--can clearly be affected by the complei interactions involved in
an evaluation setting. The practice of "fuddling," i.e. "allowing-
evaiuation.results to disappeadr in a’ream of paperwork, excuses, and
meaningless exchanges" (Davis and Salasin, 1975,'p. 623), can limit .

e
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the effect of eveh the. finest results. e Characteristics®of local

programs and decision-makers are .an rmportant pa;bbof-the local . .
. P . -

-

evaluation context, ané’emplrical studles have suggested that certaln ¢

characterlstics affect thegife of evaluatlon 1nformatlon. Other- ~°

) writings support thls “view, \\Ng ]
t. - XCertain prqgram controlled factors" work against use in any. .

‘evaluatlon context (Alkin, 1975, P. 207) Hoiléy (IéSdbf refers to

-

"Requlred Loslng- Factors That Prevent the Use of Requlred wvaluatlon
Reports at the Local Level " She g1ves two such factors: (1) the
requlremeht that mandated reports 1nclude llStS of numbers "that are

in themselves devoid of mean1ng ; and (2) an emphasls on. objectlves

<

that may be good for planning, but ;napproprlafe for evaluatlon (p. .

107y, Grobe (1978) adds three add1tLonal factors that work agalnst

’ -

effective use- (1) the fact that local dec1slon—makers are unfamlllar
w1th data; (2)- the hlghvemotlonal 1nvolvement.of local progect staff- R

and (3) the lacal expectation that precise answers come out of

LY

evaluatlon only. 1nfrequently (pp. 2 ~3).

3
.0 . e

-
.....

-

~ ‘ Another ‘factor affectlng use,_as Granv1lle {£1977) and chkey

e
.
A i

(1981) demonstrate, is the age, innovativeness (4.e. routine or

e

‘.novel), and/or maturlty of aiprogram. Brown (1973) explalns,j.

.

A The question “@s to when ‘and whlch levels of 1nformatlon
school management needs- depends on the length-of time a

‘program has been in operation and the degree tg which that , . T
«eprOJect ozerfaps other programs w1th1n the school system N
(po 2) - ‘o . - v( 5 -

. . - -

.kéronbach et al. (1980) discuss four’ stages of program maturlty that

-

V4 'apply equally well.to local and natlonal programs- the ‘breadboard

’
-

StGQEA the superreallzation° the’ prototype .and the establlshed .

program (Pr 108) . rDepend;ng on. the program s maturlty, the use of
- e,,




. - ' B
< . . . »
. - - o~ - . «
- evaluation 1§foamat10n may -differ, and strateg1es for 1mprov1ng use .

pi)

must cong?der this. ”Most of the time," for example, "the fully.
) . R .
establlshed, mature program is allowed to gq its own way" {(Cronbach et

. al., 1380, p. 113); Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann £1980) wr1te that at

$

ﬂ-the local level,” fully developed programs are rarely eliminated but
- 1nste5d are 51mply not-expanded (p. 60). T~ - ~
“The 1n£ormatlod user”’s organlzatlonal pos1t10n is another factor
affecting the type of information and approprlate use strategy.
Leviton and Hughes (1979) pplnt to a distinction betwegg the use of .
evaluation.for‘policy decisions and for programmatic decisions (p.

X +12), and Brickell, Kslanian, and Spak (1974) write ' .

\ . Those officials who are in a position to cohtrol the

' Project from day to day or month to month and who are .
responsible for exercising such control have a' far greater rg’
_1nter§§t im monitoring reports than decision-makers at ’
highef executive levels (p. 59). :

. CL e ) ~.
Furthermore, evaluaﬁérs should remember that "research is often most

-

useful to those ~who do not!have the author1ty to promote a pollcy,

i. €0 teachers (Hamilton, -

980, p. 7).
- *
The empirical research cited above suggests two additional

factors critical to.-the use of evaluation information: the political

considerations’factor and tﬁ% personal factor. Although many ’

) evaluators may strll feel uncomfortable admitting it, evaluation‘iS'
. therently a po;itioal activity. As Cohen 972) writes, "To the
extent that ;nfonmation is ah instruménfflgjiis, or excuse for .
% changing bower re1ationehips within or among institutions, evaluation

3
is a political activity" (p. 139). The implicatiggs of -this fact are

.identified by Dickey (1979) when‘she_writes

.~ .
T Judgment has-an awesome ring, and it is not surprising that
those who are being judged feel anxious, even threatened
- ) 57 - . -
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Add to this the polltlcal contégt in whlch the process
takes place (dnd there is.always a pol;t\cal context) and
we have all the ingredients for dysfunctional communi-
ation--high levels of strsss leading to communication
gatterns arising from 1nd1vldual defense mechanisms (p. 3).

Certalnly the political consideratjons factor, whose existencCe

’15 supported by empirical evidence, can help or impede the use)of/‘ "
¥
results. As Cronbach et al. (1980) have written, "No°‘matter how

excellent a study is technically,'its facts will not" sweep bolitical

sentiment and power aside"-(p. 46) . This does not mean that
. ™~

evaluators must themselves engage in political machinations. However,

as' Meltsner (1976) suggests, the effective evaluator "tries to

. understand political considerations and then to make them an
integrated and explich t of his analysis" (p. 43). According to
Brown and Braskamp (1980), "This means that the relationship between

the evaluator and key program staff, and the evaluator”s understanding

’ . \
of the organization in its internal and external political /

environment, are critical for su¢cessful utilization" (p. 93). This
suggests that evaluators must work at understanding the politics of
their agencies and-attempt to meet the political/needs of ‘involved

persohs whenever doing so will not jeopardize the integfity of the

‘v

evaluation. . . . [ 4

g Ih additlon to the polltlcal con51derat10ns factor, evaluators
at the local level must*take advantage of thé personal factor. -

-'Lev1ton and Hughes (1979) point out that the impact of individuals on -

“ -~

organizations ig rarely great and suggest two reasons for the effect

of the peraonal factor: (1) in smaller sggtings individuals may be
able to make a difference, and/or (2) in larger bureadE?ac1es the

d1ff1culty of effective communicatzon may allow 1nd1v1duals the

L./l' . /
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opportunity to make a difference (pp. 27-28). Whatever the cause, the

effects of the personal factor should not be ignored by local .

+. evaluators.

LY

Gae“important way to go about this is by targeting the

evaluation toward identified information users (see, for example,

Patton, lﬂpB). As Johnston (1978) writes, N

There is a sort of ecology for -each educational program, a
. network of people in different’ roles who influence (or are
influenced by) the outcome of the program being evaluated.
If this is true, and research utilization is the goal of
the evaluator, then there are multiple audiences for an
evlauation, not just the decision-maker.who commissioned
the evaluation. So the evaluator has a first task of
identifying who these other actors are (p. 1l).

~The variety of issues raised by users in Kennedy, Apling, and Neumann
(1980) "certainly supports the need for this effort on the part of

evaluators.

However, it was noted abovg in discussing the difficulties
inherent in collaboration tht the effort can be frustrated by the
complexify of the organizational network. As Rahdali (1969) explains,

. "Typically, the!decision pfocess in an:organizatién involves a complex
network of peré;ns who have varying degrees of influence on the ‘one - h
'who may hae constituted authority to make dny given décision“ (p. 7):
The situatipn is further complicated because, as Granville (1978)
notes, an evaluation study "has to persuade not just the people’ who
ostensibly madke the decisjions, but also the péople they have to
.-l persuade" (p. 29, emphasis in érigipal). Thus, Alkin and Koseq9ff .
Q}1973) conclude that "identification of éheﬁprogram:s décgsion

maker[s] is perhaps the most ;lusive variable associated with a .

decision context" (p< 3). ) ' . . ‘




Assuming that decision-makers are identified, non-empirical
writiﬁgs have strongly supported'a collaborative approach as building
E on the strengths of both the political consi%erations and personal

faéter. Gray (1979), for example, has developed a procedure and

m-yual for collaborative evaluation. Cronbach-et al. (1980) suggeép
chat the evaluator "should engage1o€hers'in a collaborative attemp£ to
understand séﬁial events and take appropriate action.  Influence comes
frcm engagement, not detachmépt" (p. 153). Patton.(1978) has
recommended the collaborativé developmegt of evaluation designs; "it'
is crucial that identified decisiQnmakers and information users
participate in the making of measuremeht and methods decision so that
they understand the strengths and weaknesses of the‘data--and so that

A they believe in the data (p. 202). Ross (1980) has even suggested

that evaluators and administrators should together specify decision

4

rules in advance of program implementation, rules specifying what
decisions will be taken if various evaluation results occ (p. 66).

Certain practical difficulties with the collaborative approach

3\

- have been discussed previously. Two others are suggested in the

literature. First, what Patton (1978) has termed the “gqals shuffle"

. can readily destroy efforts to estimate discrepancies between progr.am

goals and actual program odtcomes: \
. [y * - -’
. The goals clarification shuffle involves a sudden change in
goals and priorities after the evaluator is firmly ‘
committed to a certain set of measuring instruments and- to
a resg:ich design. The choreography for this technique is -
quite simple. , Phe top priority program goal is moved two ~ :
spaces to'either the right or left and four spaces backward
' (p' 100) . ‘ ’ )

-

-

Sécond, Rossi (1972) has arguéd that 4hat might be ca};ed."methodology

. shuffles® can also occur if evaluation results prove unpopular: -

60
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It is easy to attack the methodology of any study:

methedological unsophisticates suddenly become experts in

sampling, questionnaire construction, experimental design,

and statistical analysis, or borrow experts for the

occasion (p. 229, emphasis in original). . :
Collaboration with local decision-makers runs the risk of subversive
activities. -

Can a collaborative approach to evaluation work in local
settings? The an3wer to this question is a hopeful yes—--maybe. As

2 . .
expiained above, the evaluation literature has increasingly recognized
that the process of change in organizations is rarely abrupt or

dramatic; and the instrumental use of evaluation results is therefore

an unrealistic expectation. Evaluation”s stremgth comes from its
ability to assist in incremental accommodation; to provide needed
information to decisién-makers; to, in Patton”s wbrds, reduce their

uncertainties about the program that surrounds them (1978, p. 31).

writes that the "use of evaluation appears to be

Weiss (19¢.
':
easiest when implementation implies only moderate alterations in
procedure, staff deponment,‘or costs, or where few interests are
‘threatened” (p. 320). 1In this light, a collaborative approach between
evaluators and potential users makes theoretical sense, the evaluator
assuming the role of chanée agent (Davis and Salasin, 1975; Joint

Comﬁittee,‘Standard A8, p. 47) or linking agent (ﬁavelock, 1968;

‘Hay@én, 1979; Bank, Snidman, and Pitts, 1979). "Assisting in gradual

(N

accdﬁm@@ation, evaluation islboth conservative and committed to )
:éhangé% ]Croﬁchh et al., 1980,'p. 157) . At—least part of the appeal
of this‘approach"is its ﬁiélmal requirements: Major organizational
chénges (éee, for example, Weiner; Rubih,’énd'Saéhse, l973h for a

. proposed a¥teration of the federal. evaluation structure) are unlikely

’
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tojoccur in local education agencies; in some cases collaboration no
L ]

-

doubt already takes place; in others, all that is required will be a
shift of emphasis.

The evaluation literature contains numerous suggestions for
making collaboration successful. Certainly tﬁé informal reporting
procedures discussed above will encourage the type of communication
essentia} for working together. Targeting evaluations and identifying
appropriate issues will also help the collaboration process.‘ Alkin
and Daillak (1979)’argue that "evaluators who concentrate on the
mandated evaluation tasks run the very real risks of losing the local
audiences” (?. 47).’ This suggests that evaluators should concentrate
evaluation efforts on the hiéhest priority information needs of
specific administrators, even if these needsvrequire work beyond that
mandated by external’ funding agencies. As Alkin, Daillak, and White
(1979) note, "If .the evaluation addresses a pressing concern of a
potgntial user, then the evaluation information is more likely to
draw, and hold, the user’s attention" (p. 238). Pattow (1978) goes so
far as to %uggest enpancing use "by focusing on fulfilling one purpose
ext;emeiy well, so tpat at least the decisionmakers” central questions
‘are angwered (p. 83).

Since adminis;rators are not always abie to anticipate or
articulate future information needs, evaluators "should anticipate
questions and be proactive"” (Law, 1980, p. 74). Stake (1973) makes a
similar point. .

The evaluator, I think, has a responsibility to snoop

around and to guess at what decisions may be forthcoming.

He should use these guesses to orient his evaluation plan
(p..305).
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Gogham (1970) argues. that evalﬁators should "be clairvoyant about
forthcoming issues” (p. 104). Cronbach et al. (1980) suggest that‘
ideally the evaluator "interprets outcomes broadiy and envisions
possible negative effects as well as the intended positive ones" (p.
260). In short, evaluators should identify some evaluation issues on
the bas}s of emphatic and proactive anticipation of administrators”’
future inforﬁation needs. If these anticipated needs do not arise,
evaluators need not highlight the results of the inquiries that they
initiated. 1In any case, evaluator .credibility should be improved when
administrators sense a sincere effort to be responsive, even if this

.

angiciéat;on is not always precisely accurate.
To be effective collaborators, evaluators must also demonstrate.
to project personnel and administrators that they sincerely care about
the needérﬁf program staff and the program”s clients. This is t?e
other side of the personal factor and means that evaluat&rs mﬁst try
to not be threatening and authoritative; how evaluators comport
themselves affects the psychological frameworks with which
administrators interpret evaluaéiVe information. This conclusion may
discomfort some evaluators who believe they offer objective‘ﬁruth that
has intrinsic value independent of evaluator personality or approach.
Nevertheless, administrators have their own paradigms for viewing the
world—;paradigms that afe rational in their'context——and evaluators
must accept that the manner in which the evaluator interacts wilh
administrators and staff with affect, in an important sense, thef
credibility of subsequent evaluation results for administrators. One

strategy for avoiding conflicts is tb prepare a formal memorandum of

agreement prior to a proposed evaluation in which purposes and
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procedures égeAclarified (Webster and Stufflebeam, 1978, p. 39).
Another is to be "active, reactive, and adaptive" (Patton, 1978).
Evaluabjility assessment is one procedure with great potential
for local evaluation efforts. Also known ‘as exploratory evaluation or.
.accopntability assessment (Rutman, 1980, p. 12), evaluability
assessment is used to determine in advance the likelihood of an
evaiuation‘s success. Developed initially by Joseph Wholey and
associates at the Urban Institute, evaluability asséssment focuses
first on program characteristics and then on the feasibility of
conducting an evaluation study as pianned. As Alkin (1975) points
out, "perhaps it is important as evaluators that we leirn t ‘
distinguish those situations in which the context ;nd deci§ion factors
are so pre-détermined that it can be inevitably said that no one needs
it [i.e. theAevaluation] and no one cares"™ (p. 211). At the local
level, evé}uability assessment'can be a first step in the_
collaboration between evaluators and decision-makers and may result in
more appropriate evaluations and, heﬁce, better use of their results.
An evaluability assessment begins by examining char;cteristics
of program components to determine how close they come to an ideal,
asking if they are well-defined a;d capable of being implemented in a
prescribed manner; if goals and effects arg»clearly specified; aqd'if
plausible causal connections link goals and effects. In this stage,
the evaluator develops three models of the program:'firsg,&a "program
documents model," which~shows the cauéal linksldeséribed i9 program .

material's; second, a "program mihdﬁer‘s model," which medifies the
p .

first model according to information from key decision-makers; and,

finally, an "evaluable program model," which presents the evaluator”s
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views of what components can appropriately be evaluated. This first

step develops an explication and analysis of the theoretical premises

of the program and a specification of the "process model™ of the

program--two methods suggested by Weiss (1972, p. 323) fdr‘increasipg»
. ’ . * - . _

the use of evaluation results. .

Because the purpdse of the evaluation determines its
methodological requirements, the second stage of the evaluability
assessment, the feasibility analysis, begins by determining the
purpose(s) of the given evaluation, then looks at the constraintse on
the evaluation to see to what extent the research requirements can be
met. Considered in the feasibility analysis are program design and
implementation, information requirements, and résearch design. Its
product is a list, based on the evaluable program model, of, the

\ program components and the goals and effects to be studied in the
ultimate evaluation. The program evaluation, when it is finally
conducteé, benefits from the limifs set during the two stagee of the
evaluability assessment; only what can and should be evaluated will be

- evaluated. As Rutman summarizes,

Constraints inevitably limit the pursuit of the study’s

goals.» However, recognition of the practical implications

of the constraints is crucial in determining the point at

which the study”s objective can no longer be achieved. At

this point the purposes of the evaluation may have to

change. Or further work may be needed to remove obstacles

' that inpede the measurement process, as a precondition of
doing the study (p. 145), ' - -

Part of the appeal of evaluability assessment for local
evaluations is due to the fact. that programs themselves can benefit

from the process. Before the program evaluation begins and as a

by-produqt of the evaluab@lity>assessment, program directors may make

[
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changes in the 'program to enhance its evaluability. Strategies may
include analyzing problems; specifying outcomes; assessing program
design and imp;emenfafion; and facflitating program development (what
Rutman calls "formative research"); ‘By helping local decision-makers
ia this process, evaluators can educate users to the practices»of good
evaluation while they themselves learn the details of the functioning
program, ' ‘ X “

The benefits of cbnductfng evaluability_assessments, then, fail
into two.categories. First, evaluablity assessments facilitate |
evaluation planping by e;tablishing priorities, by providing !

"front-end control" over ‘the evaluation process, and by allowing.a

wise allocation of evaluation dollars. Second, they facilitate

" planning and implemeptation by providing information on appropriate

diractions both for information users and for evaluators. To the
extent that intafnal evaluators are "captive . . . in the sense that
they do not often have a choice whether or not to do an evaluation"
(Caulley and Smith, l97é, ﬁ. 31), evaluapility\asseSSments may
currently, however, have 1fmited applicabi}ity.

The preceding review of both empirical and non-empirical
literature has included a'variety of factors involved in local uses of
evaluation information and numerous suggestions as to what evaluators 4
shoﬁrd do about them.‘ No one method can be viewed as the panacea for
evaluation’s utillzation woes, and it is important that evaluators use
a holistic approach to adopting these strategies. As Weiner, Rubin,
and Sachse (1977) arqgue, “Attempts to i%crease evaluative 1nfluence

A

wh1ch focus on a few of these factors in isolatlon and which do not

13
-

recognize the highly complex and interactive system of forces

.
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constraining ev%luator activity are likely to fail to alter the

!

, overall effects of the system" (p. 23).

A Critique of Previous Use Research - '

The previous'reseaféh on the use of évaluatiée inforhation has
been dominated by two research approachés. The first approach is that .
of %he rgé;ospective case study, of which a limited number have been -
}eported (e.g. Alkin, Daill{;,.and White, 1978). The second type of
evaluation use study involves simulat;on investigations that at least
purport to be érounﬂed iﬁ~communications or attribution theory (e.g.
Newman, Brown, ané Braskamp,v1980,>bgl 29-36). Simulation research
typically presents administrators with a "simulated" evaluatioﬁ report
in-which’different report features, e.g. the sex of the evaluator, are
v§ried,’and the impacts of the variations then assessed:' Both
research approaches have made major contributions to. our understanding
of the use of evaluative information, but both have recognizablet -
weagneéges. _ 4
- A;EiQ\i}979) has consistenﬁ;y argued that
’ The forces which lead to utilization are indeed complex.
‘ This complexity in combination with our current inadequate .
’ understanding of evaluation and utilization requires a N
methodological procedure sufficiently sensitive to capture

" the nuanges involved--naturalistic research is currently a
. most appropriate tool for a study of evaluation utilization

(p. 13). ‘
/491kin, Daillak, and white (1979) are less restrained when they arghe

.

that "the choice of appropriate research strategies can be reduced to

one class:- naturalistic research methods" (p. 32, emphasis in

original). Although appealling and often appropriate, this case study

work can be criticized on at least three grounds.

'
- ~, -




First, casé study reseqrch cah ho longer call itself theory
generating. There is now theory, or at least the beginnings of
théory, that can be relied upon ih conducting use research. For
éxample,'ouf understanding of evaluation is reflected in fgirly
elaboraﬁe_conceptuali;ations of types of evaluation use‘(Braskamp,
1980). As qoted above, several researchers have differentiaged
instrumental, conceptual, and symbolic uses of evaluation. Meltsner’é
(19765 conceptualization of’"typesf of evaluators also could supggft
"théoretically orienteq inquiry. Finally, communcation-related-‘"-
theories\can greatly enhance our understanding of at least the réport
phase 9f the.evaluaﬁion endeavor (Brown and Newman, 1979 a). These
various theoretical frames are certainly not yet fully developed, but
further progress in developing theory absolutely depends upon testing
and elaborating the constructé that are already at our disbosal. From
this point forward, failure.to theoretically ground naturalistic
research seems both unnecessary and unfortunate (Th psqn,.l98lb).

Second, ﬁost of the previous case study research has been based
on Eégg Eég interviews with evaluators and evaluation clients.

Leviton and Hughes (1979) have commented on the dangers of

retrospective research methods: "Given officials” faulty memories,

retrospective research may be biased in favor of a few dramatic

instances of uii, rather than frequent but modest ones"ifb. 15) .
/ .

Retrospective methods are economical, but their limitations must be’
acknowledged, and futu# studies should look to both the past and the

present fpf'data. .
" Third, some case study research can be criticized for.tqif'!y it
—
has been reported. Although some authors-<(Meltsner, 1976; Patton et

. )

-

"




\ . .
= . 4 ) ™
,
‘e .

-

al., 1977) have integrated themes and case study evidence into a

unified analysis, other researchers have presented case study evidence

in non-integrated. blocks of detail absént of any themes. . Pfégented as

. o

'unrelatéd case hiétories, such natpralistic research may répresent a
' poor return on‘; né%essarily extgnsive investment. \Ironically, if.an
evaluator communicated evaluative data as poorly as some case study
research has been communicated, the evqluati&e information might never
.be used.

The second approacpﬁto evaluatién use researéh, thg simulation
study, can also be criticized on three grounds. First, although'this
reseﬁéch is typically represented@as being theoretically grounded i#
communipations or attribution theory, this g?ounding has up to now too
frequently taken thé form of name dfopping the theory’s title Qi;hout
invoking specific propositions of phé cited theories. Of course, in
some simulation studies tested pfbpositions have been implicit, but
good research practice wouid seem to dictate that even in these
) studies the proper primary‘focus of the work, i.e., thegry*building,
ought to be explicitly discussed. To fail to discuss specific »
‘theoretical propositions is to lose some of the value ofntheory’s
eiistence; this is especﬁally’ungortunate since the theories do
incorporate réésonably specific propositions about phenomena (see
Davis and Salasin, 1975, p. 641). A sample proposition is offered by
Thompgon (1971) who argued that communicators should "provide
rationalizations for listeners who are unwilling to édmit that
sociaL}y disapprovéd'motives are responsible for their beliefs or

w

actions" (p. 185). ~

-
»

L

A second danger in simulation research is that some
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*1nvestlgators Nlll choose "s les of convetriience” in their work
L i “

--eqause of the constra;nts of admlnistering the 51mulat10ns tong

~
&

fleld based practltloners. It is unl1kely that the bu51ness majors'or‘
- ~ -
educatlon students who happen to enrolil in graduate courses are .. .
\
reor'*entat1Ve of the 1nd¥a}duals so'whom the researchers sometimes.,
h 1 - :
attempt to generallze. This criticism is .-independent of and probably

. W

more telling than tHe recognjition of soife researchers (cf, Brown and

Newman, l§79a, pPpP. 6-7) that's;;:;Z%ion research-may not perfectly
.generalize to natural Ecolcgies. . ) a _ | £

o
..

Third 51mufat10n research is inherently ‘-limited in that 1t

4

typlcally focuses on the report/phase of evaluation, and we know that

-

what happens before the final rePOrt is written will usually - =*

-

determlne utlllzatlon JPatton, 1978, p. 266) Stiil;'it must be

/' £
acknowledged that 1f we really want/ to 1ncrease evaluatlbn Jse, then

Y ¢ v B

it may, be necessary to empha51ae all phases of the evaluatlon

endeavor, 1nclud1ng those that may be relatlvely less important in

determlnlng use. ﬁf - ‘

*
7

Welss (1279) summarlzes four pproaches to the study of use that
differ 4n their start1ng places, i.e., one ‘can trace the effects of

evaluatlon by studying quclf1c evaluatlon,stu 1es, by tra01ng the

. 0",

v

organlzatlon'(opm 16—17) To date, research ntered on the first

ﬁ‘the‘% approaches in that\both naturai1st1c and 51mu1at10n-stud1es

t

i ’ Y -

tprc«ally focus "on -the effects of one studg or one report._» Expand1ng
6 .
aden the

esearch to 1nclude all four- types of studles should b
Y R

xoected reéultsr ' \

’

~7
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Despite some progress toward understandiég use phenomena, much-

*

remains to be learned. Several priorities can be identified for

future research, .

.l. Fur ther conceptual work is needed to clarify the definitions .

of the terms use and rgionality in the context of local
decision-making involving evaluation information. Brown (1981) has

suggested that
We need a multi-dimensional definition'of use which
embraces the questions of the kinds of use, who uses the
information, what information is used, and the-context in
which it is used, as well as the extent of usage (p. 7).

2. Brown also notes that expectations of use could be made ae

+ added dimension of the definition of ‘use, but recommends ‘that for now

they be studied separately (p. 8). Conner €1979) has Similarly

suggested studying utilization goals and inputs (p 17) .

- 4 »

3. ©Studies of the process of local evaluation use are needed,

+

and prospective case studies should be a high priority for. future
research,. Conner (1979) makes this point,when he writes:

. The, absence of studies with a "current” time o6rientation is
a serious missing link in the ‘utilization research chain . .
i + « This orientatiom is essential if we are to obtain the
most accurate information about utilization. Retrospective
studies, while useful, are subject to biases directly
related to.the type of use which has occurred (p. 16).

An assessment of the practicality of the collaborative approach to

evaluation is needed. . Brown (1951) séggests the need*fsr a,

delineation of the stebs involved ifh the process of use and
4

"clarification of the deciSion—making (usage) context"” (p. 8). Stddy

3

should also be made of the effebts of certain outcomes (e.g., negative

- .

B
‘ 3
.
-
.
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to examine the effects of the early identi?ication of potential users

more principals, teachers, and school board members. Several

’ researchers have involved persons in these roles as, subjects (e.g. .

change” (g. 83). T Co R

‘members should also be explored since "there is a strikingéfbsence of

/ A
: o | : \i? S

-

results or conflicting results) provided at certain times and at

certain stages of program development. Further, it would be helpful .

nd . ] -

and the selection of issues of concern to the$ (Weise, 1972, p.-324).

% ~

4. Additional -insight into‘how evaluators perceive themselves
and are percelved by administrators is needed if the persq\;l’factor
is accepted as an 1mportant determinant of use. A broader
understanding of these peEceptions is needed similar to that which has

been achieved in areas such as teacher education (Mil&er, Thompson,
T x i ' ) .

f

and Frankiewicz, 1975).

5. [Local use research needs to broaden its subjects to inglude °

Kennedy, Apixng, and Neumanfi, 719807 Thompscﬁj‘IBBI WllIlams and‘Bank,

1980, but the use of people in these roles as subjects is R&ﬁ in
proportion to the influence that they exert over program operation.

Regarding principals, for example; Lipham (1986) notes that- "the

- %

leadership behavior of the principel is a powerf®l factor which

influences the adoption. and institutipn%;:zation of an educational

~ \
6. Researchers need to determiné whether or not school

A

personnel ean effectively be trained to make more optiqfl use of
evaluative informat}on. - For example, research is needeq to determine
if it istfeasible to heIp administrators increase "proelem solving.
capabilities and ablllty to express and artlculate’[lnformatlon]
neede (Haenn, 1980, p. 13). Tralnlng of local evaluation staff v,

& Ay

-~ €
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any formal training in evaluation for staff” (Lyon et al., 1978, p.

v N -
¢

\ £ oo - . -

70) . - L .

7. . leen the 1mportance of. informal communlcation, further

-

empirical work Is needed on the effécts of lecal'd}sseminationi -
efforts. As‘WeiSs (1972) proposed, the follbwing variagbles deserve

examination: ciarity and attractiveness of presentation; inclusion of
' ST
implications for actlon, use of 1nvent1ve mechanlsms to reach remote

.

aud1ences, and aggresslve advocacy by evaluators (p. 375).

J

8. Research on the merf{ts of mandated evaiuatlon is also
needed. .Do programs that-are not evaluated differ from comparable

evaluated programs regarding either program processes ©Or productivity?

v

Also, at some point the.notion of mandated evaluation itself needs to

.
L]

*

be evaluated.
9. Bot% Brown (lQél) and& Sanders (1981) have suggested

broadening the theoretical basis of use research to include

ﬂappliéation of theories from other disciplines. The study of the

x

*

v 4 . .
literature on interpersonal influence, on communicationg theory, and
» v * ¢ L4
©on decisionémaking theory may well .provide further insight into the_
R p R NI TN
use of evaldative information. ' ’
» 2 e

* -~
N L

Making Local Evaluation Use Happen. - R

" People who discuss evaluation' use tend inappropriately to lay.
’ \

the blame for non-use at sofeone elsefs.doérstep. ‘However, everyone

1nvolved in the evaluation—enterprlse at the local lével must

recognlze that it takes at least two to create non-use.

1)
Admznistratdrs must assume some responsibility for making sure that

evaluative 1nformatidn lS both.usable and used (Meltsner, 1976). " so

»
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too evaluators must accept some responsibility for makihg use happen.

As Polivka and Steg (1978) argue,

Traditionally, 'the evaluator has been very hesitant to ‘
claim any responsibility for the use of his/her .findings.
This 'approach has helped make it very easy to ignore
evaluation results (p. 697).

This can no longer be the case. Standérd A8, "Evaluation Impact"
(Joint Committee, 198l), reminds us. that "evaluators muét not assume
_that imgrovements will occur automatiéally once the evaluation report
is completed" (p. 47). Both administratérs and evaluators need ta
recpéhize'that the résponsibility for use is not a "zero~-sum" game in
whigh responsibility can be divided up and will always total 100%.

They would be better off if both administrators and evaluators assumed

»

60 or 80% of the responpsibility for increasing use? "Even then, as

. Patton (1978),hqtes, "Increasing utilizatign iotential does not .

guarantee utilization of findings. ?here are no guarantees®™ (p. 96).

! 5
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